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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Kay has announced that he will, on every Friday 
during the present sittings, sit in chambers at 10.30 to hear short 
summonses, and will, at 2 p.m., take those attended by counsel. 





Mr. Justice Fietp has announced that he will not, after Easter, 
sit to hear actions as an additional judge of the Chancery Division ; 
it may therefore be assumed that any of the fifty actions trans- 
ferred to him which are not disposed of before Easter will be re- 
transferred to Mr. Justice Currry. 





Mr. W. H. Smirx will, on Monday next, ask the Attorney- 
General whether he is prepared to take any measures to insure to 
suitors a more rapid administration of justice in the Chancery 
Division. We ventured to suggest, not long ago, a means by 
which the court work of the Chancery Division might be disposed 
of more rapidly, by taking advantage of the services of a judicial 
officer eminently fitted for the work of the chancery bench. As 
regards the work in chambers, we announce above that a 
somewhat novel experiment is to be tried. It is under- 
stood that it is on the suggestion of a high authority that 
Mr. Justice Kay has determined to sit a whole day every 
week in chambers. How this experiment will turn out is, 
of course, doubtful. Is is obvious that a judge cannot get through 
so much work during five days in court as he could in six days; 
but, against this fact, there is to be set the probability that, if the 
judge hears matters in chambers, a smaller number of summonses 
will be adjourned to be heard in court, and perhaps the balance 
will be adjusted. It will, however, be observed that Mr. Justice 
Kay is instituting, as regards his chambers, a new practice by 
consenting to hear counsel in chambers, so that the success of the 
scheme depends principally upon the answer to the question 
whether counsel will take up less time in chambers than they do 
in court. One of the most prominent causes of delay in the 
chambers of the chancery judges is the fact that there is more 
business than the chief clerks are able to get through, and this 
operates detrimentally in a most unexpected, but, at the same time, 
most natural manner. A case is appointed to be heard at a given 
time, and the solicitors on both sides attend punctually ; but, in 
consequence of some case taking up,a longer time than was ex- 
pected, they are kept waiting for two hours or more. This waste 
of valuable time causes them, on any subsequent occasion in the 
same chambers, to send a clerk, whose time is less valuable, but 
who, probably, is less competent to conduct the matter. Thus it 
happens that business progresses more slowly because solicitors 
cannot afford to waste their time by personally attending. That 
this is not the case in every set of chambers solicitors are well 
aware, and instances might be given of days on which every case 
has come on practically at the time fixed for it; but there 
appears, upon the whole, to be substantial ground for complaint. 





Tae Arrornry-Gznerat’s Bill for “ better securing their property 
to corporate and guasi-corporate associations’, shows some signs 
either of haste or of carelessness in its composition. Its style is 
loose and slipshod, without attaining to the familiar ease at which 
it seems to aim, and it omits some points of great practical im- 
portance. Its main provisions may be analysed as follows :— 
(1) It does not apply to associations established for ‘trading pur- 
poses”; (2) it applies only to associations which appear, from the 


instruments relating to their establishment, or from the fact of 





their having existed many years, or from other evidence, that they 
were established with @ view io a continued existence ; (3) it enacts 
that associations of the latter kind may not be terminated, by 
arrangement among the members, without the leave of ‘‘ one of her 
Majesty’s superior courts.” The Bill is not retrospective, and it 
will therefore, if it should become law, have no operation to 
invalidate the proceedings of certain ‘‘ guast-corporate associations ” 
to which it is generally sup to owe its existence. It 
omits to say in what manner the leave of the court is to be applied 
for, and it contains no definition of ‘‘ her Majesty’s superior courts ” 
The definition of “ guasi-corporate association” is exceedingly 
vague, and is open to the double objection, that it does not with 
any certainty include the associations which it was undoubtedly 
meant to include, and that upon any construction which would 
make it include these associations, it would seem to include a 
great many others which it was undoubtedly not meant to include. 
To give a plain example, the definition does not with indisputable 
clearness include Lincoln’s-inn, which it was undoubtedly meant to 
include, and any construction which would bring Lincoln’s-inn 
within its meaning would seem also to make it include the Carlton 
Club. Perhaps the learned Attorney-General would reply, that the 
common sense of the court may be trusted to distinguish between 
the two cases. This is not improbably the case; but we have 
always felt, and have often expressed, a vehement dislike to the 
modern fashion of leaving private rights to a nebulous “ discretion of 
the court,’’ instead of founding them securely upon the plain letter 
of the law, merely because learned persons are too busy, or too 
careless, to express their meaning in intelligible language. 





In THE cask of In re Hughes's Trusts, reported elsewhere, Mr. 
Justice Pzarson has followed the decision of Mr. Justice Carrry in 
Baynton v. Collins (33 W. R. 41, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 604), that 
section 5 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, applies to a 
reversionary interest vested in a married women before, but falling 
into possession after, the commencement of that Act. A similar 
course was recently taken by Mr. Justice Kay in a case of Jn re 
Thompson and Curzon, reported elsewhere, and the question now 
awaits the decision of the Court of Appeal, which it is expected 
will be obtained in the last-mentioned case. It can hardly be said 
that hitherto the point has been satisfactorily considered. Mr. 
Justice Currry’s decision was given on an unopposed petition, and 
one of the learned judges who followed his decision refrained from 
stating his own opinion, and the other hinted a somewhat 
adverse opinion. If rumour speaks truly, the opinion of at 
least one of Mr. Justice Cuarrry’s other colleagues on the 
bench of the Chancery Division is opposed to the decision 
in Baynton v. Collins, and that decision does not accord with 
the view which we believe was prevalent at Lincoln’s-inn. The 
question is this:—Section 5 of the Act of 1882 provides that 
‘every woman married before the commencement of this Act shall 
be entitled to have and to hold and to dispose of, in manner afore- 
said, as her separate property, all real and personal property, her 
title to which, whether vested or contingent, and whether in 
possession, reversion, or remainder, shall accrue after the commence- 
ment of this Act.”” In Baynton v. Collins Mr. Justice Currry held 
that property, the title to which accrued in reversion before the 
commencement of the Act, but. after that date came into posses- 
sion, was within section 5. His reasons for this decision were that, 
‘‘if the section was meant only to refer to cases of title accruing 
in inception subsequently to the commencement of the Act, he 
failed to see why the words ‘ whether vested or contingent, and 
whether in possession, reversion, or remainder,’ should all have 
been used. There were five kinds of title mentioned, and, if any 
of them accrued after the date of the Act, it came within the Act. 
The fair meaning to be attributed to the words, ‘the title to which 
shall accrue after the commencement of the Act,’ when referring 
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to a title in reversion or remainder, was ‘accrue in possession.’ ”’ 


With deference, we venture to think that “title” ‘‘ accrues” 
once for all, and that the words “‘ whether vested, &c.,” on which 
the learned judge laid so much stress, mean no more than “of 
whatever nature.” 





A “‘srx-pay”’ ticence, the holder of which is prohibited from 
selling intoxicating liquor on Sunday, cannot be turned into an 
ordinary seven-day licence upon an application for a renewal (from 
the refusal of which there is an appeal), but requires for such a 
conversion an application for a new licence (from the refusal of 
which there is no appeal, and the grant of which must be ‘‘con- 
firmed’’). Such is the effect of the important decision of the 
Queen’s Bench Division in Reg. v. Warwickshire Justices last 
week, and we see little reason to doubt its correctness. The 
question turns upon section 49 of the Licensing Act, 1872, and 
section 32 of the Licensing Act, 1874. By section 49 of the 
Act of 1872, ‘‘ Where, on the occasion of an application 
for a new licence, or transfer or renewal of a licence, which 
authorizes the sale of any intoxicating liquor for consumption on 
the premises, the applicant, at the time of his application, applies 
to the licensing justices to insert in his licence a condition that he 
shall keep the premises in respect of which such licence is or is to 
be granted closed during the whole of Sunday, the justices shall 
insert the said condition in such licence, and the holder of such 
licence (in this Act referred to as a six-day licence) shall keep his 
premises closed during the whole of Sunday.’’ By section 32 of 
the Act of 1874, ‘‘new licence” is defined as ‘‘a licence for the 
sale of any intoxicating liquor, granted at a general annual meeting 
in respect of premises in respect of which a similar licence has not 
been theretofore granted.”” The court has given a strict construc- 
tion to the word “similar,” in holding that a six-day licence is a 
reparate kind of licence, just as much as a beer or a wine or a cider 
licence is ; the word will probably, however, bear that interpreta- 
tion, though the question admits of some little doubt. We may 
add that there are two decisions in the Irish courts to the same 
effect, being Burke v. Recorder of Dublin (L. R. Ir. 2 Q. B. 385), 
507) in a Court of Appeal, Reg, v. Cathcart (L. R. Ir. 4 Q. B. 
567). 





Mr. Cuamsertary has announced in the House of Commons that 
he intends to refer various questions as to railway rates, arising 
out of nine Railway Bills, to a commission consisting of the Rail- 
bee Commissioners and four assessors, two representing the traders, 
and two the railway companies, and also, if such can be found, of 
“one or two gentlemen of independent and great position who 
would command the confidence both of the traders and the railway 
companies.” It appears that the companies have willingly assented 
to this course ; but we are not surprised to find that one or two bodies 
of traders have already petitioned against it. The main question in 
a a between the parties is whether or not the companies are 
to be allowed to charge for the use of stations, and, although there 
are, we believe, no less than three decisions of the Railway Com- 
missioners against them, there is, with the exception of Pegler v. 
Monmouthshire Railway Company (30 L. J. Ex. 249), no decision of 
a superior court toa like effect, and the report of the Railway Rates 
Committee, perhaps purposely, left the question of law open. 
The traders, therefore, by consenting to go before a commission, 
might be thought to abandon their legal position. On the other 
hand, they, as well as the railway companies, would greatly gain 
by a more simple classification of rates than the present antiquated 
and absurd classifications, which misplace or omit very many 
articles. If it could be admitted by the companies that (1)—as we 
have no doubt to be the law—they are not at present entitled to 
charge for the use of stations, and that, (2) as a compensation for 
such charge being allowed, they must give the traders a handsome 
quid pro quo, such a Commission as Mr. Cuampertarn proposes 
might, with advantage, enter upon the comparatively narrow 
inquiries what the guid pro quo should be, and what should be 
the principles upon which the Railway Commissioners should 
determine the compensation to be paid for station terminals. But 
without such an admission on the part of the companies we can- 
not see how the traders could consent to the appointment of a 
commission, and Mr. Cuamsrriarn has already committed himself 
to the proposition that “‘ if an inquiry of this kind be forced on both 


parties it might probably be unduly prolonged, and it could hardly be 
hoped that the report, when received, would be as satisfactory a basis 
for legislation as if it were the result of an amicable arrangement 
between the two parties.” 





Ir WAS OBJECTED, in the case of Sumner v. Kingscote, on Monday 
last, before Mr. Justice Currry, that an affidavit could not be read 
because the witness was not present to be cross-examined. It is 
not generally recognized that the power to require witnesses who 
have made affidavits to appear for cross-examination does not 
belong to the parties in every case. The rules as to affidavit 
evidence are to be found in R. 8S. C., 1883, order 38. Rules 25—30 
of this order apply only to the case where the evidence at a trial 
is taken on affidavit, and rule 28 provides that the opposite party 
may serve a notice on the party by whom an affidavit is filed, 
requiring the production of the deponent for cross-examination at 
the trial. The case of Sumner v. Kingscote was a motion, and not 
a trial; and rule 1 of order 38 provides that, ‘‘ upon any motion, 
petition, or summons evidence may be given by affidavit ; but the 
court or a judge may, on the application of either party, order the 
attendance, for cross-examination, of the person making such 
affidavit.” We are not aware that the wording of this order has 
ever been interpreted so as to make it compulsory upon the judge 
to order the attendance of the witness for cross-examination, or to 
reject the affidavit because he is not present to be cross-examined ; 
the whole spirit of the order is, indeed, against such a reading 
when the portions of it to which we have referred are compared 
with each other. In interlocutory applications cross-examination 
of witnesses is seldom resorted to, as it would take up too much 
time ; but the power of the judge to order the attendance of a 
witness is valuable, and has been exercised on rare occasions. 





On Tuvurspay week the Court of Appeal, consisting of Lords 
Justices Corron and Fry, were moved to grant a certiorar? for the 
removal of a county court action into the Chancery Division, which 
writ Mr. Justice Currry had refused to grant. The application 
being made ex parte, the court granted a rule nisi returnable 
before the Court of Appeal. There have been such writs issued 
at various periods under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 157, ss. 20, 52, from 
the equity side of the Lord Mayor’s Court, and orders under 
the 28 & 29 Vict. c. 99 have frequently been made to transfer 
plaints in equity instituted in county courts into the Court of 
Chancery ; but the writ of certiorari has rarely been resorted to 
for the purpose of removal to the Court of Chancery or to the 
Chancery Division, and such a thing as a “‘ certiorari nisi”’ appears 
to have been absolutely unknown in that Division previously to 
this instance. 








In the course of an address on ‘‘ The Codification of the Law,” delivered 
to the Birmingham Law Students’ Society, Judge Chalmers thus describes 
the history of the Bills of Exchange Act:—‘‘The Bills of Exchange Bill 
was drafted by me, and we were fortunate enough to secure for its 
pilot Sir Farrer Herschell. He safely steered it ugh all the storms 
and tempests of the House of Commons, and when it got to the House of 
Lords it was piloted there by Lord Bramwell, and it became law. I may 
give my opinion how and why that Bill was probably more successful than 
others which have deserved equally well. Its success generally depended 
on the wise lines laid down by Sir Farrer Herschell. If that course be 


followed a t deal of work in codifying can be done. Sir Farrer 
Herschell that he would have nothing to do with any bill which did 
more than codify the existing law. Of course in any codifying bill you 
must to some slight extent legislate. There are doubtful points which a 


Bill must deal with to be complete, and gaps which a Bill must bridge 
over. If we can simply produce a codi ill—a Bill which reproduces 
in a systematic form the existing law, we shall still do very useful work. 
Sir Farrer Herschell carefully went into the matter, and when the Bill was 
introduced he vouched for it, and on his authority the House of Commons 
accepted the Bill as a statement of the existing law. What was done was 
this :— It was referred to a Select Committee, and the plan the committee 
went on was @ very wise one. Sir Farrer Herschell was chairman, and the 
mode of procedure was this:—Any member who thought that he had an 
amendment which ought to be introduced proposed it. If the amendment 
met with the unanimous approval of the committee it was put in ; ifit did 
not meet with the unanimous ore of the committee if was withdrawn 
by the member who moved it. eral useful amendments were proposed, 
but they were withdrawn because it was thought that if the committee 
were not unanimous it ht lead toa discussion in the House, which 





probably would have the t of stopping the passing of the Bill.’’ 
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THE BEARING OF ELECTION UPON 
DESCENT. 


A report will be found in a recent issue of the WerrExLy 
Rerorter (33 W. R. 390) of the case of In re Douglas, Wood 
y. Douglas, which raises some questions of great interest to 
students of the mysteries of real property law. Against the 
general proposition upon which the decision of the case was 
grounded—namely, that whenever an equitable estate is united in 
the same person with a co-extensive legal estate, the equitable 
estate is merged in (or rather, united with) the legal estate, and 
that the descent of the legal estate thenceforward governs the 
descent of the equitable estate—we have nothing to object. This 
we admit to be both a sound and a well-settled proposition of law. 
But we confess that we do not think it equally clear that this 
principle was applicable to the circumstances of the present case. 
It appears to us that another question was very material to the 
discussion, which does not seem, to say the least, to have attracted 
so much attention as it perhaps deserved. 

The material facts of the case, which was an action for the ad- 
ministration of the estate of a deceased testator, were as follows :— 
At the time of the death of the testator he was seised of one 
undivided moiety of an estate in fee simple, and was tenant by the 
curtesy of the other moiety, which latter moiety had, upon the 
death of his wife (who had been seised thereof in fee simple), 
descended to his eldest son as the heir-at-law of the wife. Under 
these circumstances the testator left a will by which he would 
appear to have attempted to deal with the whole property. He 
devised “all his real estate’ to trustees, upon trust to pay the 
rents to his son and two daughters in equal shares, with benefit 
of survivorship ; and, in case the son and daughters should die 
without leaving children (which event happened), the trust estate 
was to be held as the survivor should appoint, and, in default of 
appointment, for the testator’s right heirs. And the will contained 
a proviso that, in case the son or any child of his should set up 
any claim to the particular estate above referred to, by reason of 
being heir of the testator's deceased wife, or should refuse to execute 
a sufficient conveyance thereof to the trustees of the will, such child 
should absolutely forfeit all benefit taken under the testator’s will. 

Upon this statement the question hardly seems to be so clear as 
to be beyond all possibility of a doubt whether, by this will, the 
testator did purport to deal with the moiety of the estate which 
properly belonged to the son. He does not seem to have matle any 
attempt to vest this in his trustees. He seems only to have given 
his own moiety to the trustees, and to have merely prohibited the 
son from claiming the other moiety. Whether this amounts to 
such an attempted dealing with the son’s moiety as would suffice 
to raise a case of election, may, perhaps, be a question that is more 
easily asked than answered. We do not propose to go into this 
question, but prefer to accept the view which—apparently with- 
out any argument, or even any express reference to a possible 
doubt—seems to have satisfied the learned judge and all the 
counsel engaged in the case. They seem to have assumed that the 
will did raise a case of election as against the son, and also that he, 
by his acts, had elected to take under the will. We have no 
quarrel with either of these propositions, and are ready to accept 
them upon such respectable authority. 

Now, these things being so, the son survived his two sisters, 
and died intestate, without having exercised the power of appoint- 
ment which was vested in him as survivor. The son hed hives 
been required by the trustees to execute, and never had executed, 
any conveyance to the trustees of the legal estate in hisown moiety 
of the lands. As the right heir of his deceased father, he was 
entitled to the benefit of the ultimate equitable limitation to the 
right heirs of the testator; and the question was how, upon his 
death intestate, this equitable fee simple should be taken to have 
descended. Now, if the son had ever conveyed the legal estate in 
his own moiety to the trustees, it is probable that no doubt as to 
the subsequent descent of the whole fee, whether legal or equitable, 
would have been raised; the trustees would have had the whole 
legal fee, and the son would have taken the whole equitable fee, 
under the limitation in the will to the right heirs of the testator. 
And, since the testator took no prior equitable estate, whether by 
way of resulting use or otherwise, there would have been no room 
for the operation of the rule in Shelley’s Cage, and the heir would 


have taken the equitable fee simple as a purchaser. Under those 
circumstances, the propriety of its subsequent descent to his own 
right heirs seems to admit of no question. 

But, under the actual circumstances of the case, the legal fee 
was never wholly in the trustees ; one moiety of it being vested in 
the son himself at the time of his death. And since this moiety 
had descended upon him from his mother, its course of descent 
would be to the right heirs of the last purchaser, or rather, to the 
last person who could not be proved to have taken it by descent. 
This person was the son’s maternal grandmother. 

Now it so happened that the right heir of the maternal grand- 
mother was not the same person as the right heir of the son 
himself ; and therefore, if the question at issue had related only to 
the descent of the separate moieties in the legal estate, these would 
have descended upon different . Thus the question arose 
whether this separate descent of the two moieties of the legal 
estate had any effect upon the descent of the equitable fee, which 
had, in the manner above mentioned, been from 4t. 

Mr. Justice Pearson was of opinion that the different descent of 
the moieties of the legal estate caused a coeprepercnng diversity in 
the descent of the corresponding moieties of the equitable estate. 
He seems to have held that, when the whole equitable fee became 
vested in the son under the limitation to the testator’s right heirs, 
one moiety of it became merged in the son’s own moiety of the 
legal estate, and that the descent of the merged moiety of the 
equitable estate was governed by the descent of the moiety of the 
legal estate to which it had been united. This moiety, therefore, 
descended to the heir of the maternal grandmother; while the 
other moiety of the equitable estate, to which the son had 
age, come by way of purchase, descended to his own right 


We have not any desire to impugn the correctness of this 
decision. Still less do we feel any inclination to impugn the 
proposition of law upon.which it was formally grounded—namely, 
that upon the union of a legal fee with an equitable fee in 
same person, the equitable fee is extinguished in the legal fee. 
But a doubt obtrudes itself upon our minds, whether this proposi- 
tion is, by itself, quite sufficient to dispose of the case. As we 
remarked above, if the son had executed to the trustees a proper 
conveyance of the legal estate in his own moiety, there would have 
been no room to raise any question about the proper course of the 
descent of the whole fee. The whole legal fee would have been 
vested in the trustees, and the beneficial ownership of the property 
would have depended only upon the descent of the uy ia fee, 
which would then have been kept separate from the legal fee, so 
that no question of union and extinguishment could have arisen. 
Now, our oi ot ~ sdutieg t It might sa a Pages ag - 
bly conten t by ing to require the son to execute a 
proper conveyance of the legal estate in his own moiety, the trustees 
committed something very like a breach of trust. It seemsto have 
been their duty to require such a conve te be executed ; 
because nothing else and so clearly testify the son’s election to take 
under the will, and they were bound, by all means in their power, 
to compel him to e such election. But if the se on 
between the two moieties of the legal estate, which all the 
difficulty, was due to a breach of trust, the question seems to arise, 
whether it is quite in accordance with the practice of courts of 
equity to it a mere breach of trust to make any practical 
alteration in the rights of parties. That isthe question which 
somewhat disturbs our ease, and prevents us from regarding the 
present case with complete satisfaction. We do not by any means 
venture to say that this question does not admit of a satisfactory 
answer, such as would suffice to support the decision. But we do 
venture to say that the question required to be considered, and that 
it does not appear to have received any consideration. It is quite 
possible that the reply to this question would confirm the decision 
arrived at in the case. But we have an uneasy feeling that the 
decision did not, in fact, rest u that ground; and that the 
-question above propounded ca no difficulty, not because it 
admits of a satisinctory reply, but because nobody thought of it. 


x- 


Maitre Gatineau, a leading Paris barrister and Republican deputy for 
Dreux since 1876, died on the 12th inst. Having defended M. Rochefort, 


Madame H and other Radical notabilities, 
Lachaise, on Tuesday, was attended by a large umber of Extremists and 











Socialists. 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IL—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


Forms. 


A soLicrTor who undertakes contentious business has need to provide 
himself with a certain amount of what may be termed war material, 
and the degree of rapidity and facility with which he and his clerks 
will be able to meet the wages requirements of this class of business 
at various stages is dependent, to our thinking, considerably more than 
is often realized, upon the sufficiency, intelligent selection, and 
methodical arrangement of this material. 

When dealing in the first division of our subject with the solicitor’s 
law library, we commented on the conspicuous inadequacy in many 
offices of the books of practice available for the use of principal and 
clerks. Our present oe is to say something concerning the 

inted or lithographed forms, which are or ought to be kept in stock 

y the solicitor, of various documents identified with his contentious 
work, and upon which he may at any moment have occasion to lay 
his hand. 

There are two extremes to be, not equally but in different degrees, 
avoided in connection with these documents, and which may be best 
illustrated by examples. 

Solicitor A. inclines much to the printer and lithographer. He 
will lay in multitudinous forms of writ, subpena, notice, summons, 
affidavit, and many other documents, and he will have his name and 
address inscribed, metaphorically speaking, all over them. Not content 
with this he will have a number of common-form letters, also printed or 
meen oy ey and, if he has some J sete moe client for whom he does 
a good of work, he will have that client’s name inscribed on note- 

per, so that the trouble of writing it may be avoided. Now, itmay 

admitted that this is a mistake on the right side, and it may be 
stoutly contested in many cases that it is not a mistake at all. Butit 
‘appears to us that, unless A.’s business is enormous, or unless his 
stock of forms is kept with a degree of method only to be 
attained unto by infinite and unceasing care and pains of a nature 
rarely to be from clerks, he will be overdoing and really 
losing the benefit of a system good in itself. In a multitude of forms 
the particular one wanted in at a moment’s notice is very apt to 
play the réle of the needle in a bundle of hay. The coveted sub 
ad test will lie buried under a pile of writs of summons or of fi. fa. The 
affidavit of discovery of documents will repose beneath the shelter of 
fifty notices to admit and produce. In the hunt after the form that 
is wanted the forms that are not wanted will be subjected to all sorts 
of rude treatment, and be sorely disarranged and put out of joint. 
Again, from a practical point of view, it is well to bear in mind that 
printed and lithographed forms cost money, and, if not used, represent 
sheer loss of money, and that the solicitor passes his existence now 
in times when it is extremely rash to predict of any form whatso- 
ever that it will be in existence six months hence. We happened not 
long ago to be turning over idly in a solicitor’s office a number of 
forms purchased at differen t times, not extending back many years, for 
use in contentious business. The greater part of them might just as 
well have represented processes in the Star Chamber for any present 
use to which they could be put. They told only a tale of courts 
abolished, judges dead, procedure changed, and forms altered. 

Our opposite —- solicitor B., never gives his attention to the 
subject of keeping forms in stock at all. He is like a host who, 
before asking a friend if he will partake of a little whisky and water, 
is obliged to send surreptitiously round the corner for a shilling’s- 
worth to meet the emergency. If he has occasion to issue a writ or 
subpoena, a clerk must be despatched eae to buy the requisite 
See SS Pe coe Seiee 1 0 nolies to admit has to be 
prepared, it is drafted bodily out of a book, if he has a book, and, if 
not, the papers in another action are hunted out to furnish a prece- 
dent. Valuable time ie thus expended to no ¥ 

Between these opposite extremes there is a bepp medium. A 
solicitor, whose time is in # general way fully occu , is wise in his 
own interests if he avails himself, within convenient and smoothly 
working limits, of all the conveniences which the compilers of forms, 
and the Fe aed and lithographer between them, place at his ang 
But to that we would add the further observation that the forms 
should be judiciously selected, and a moderate stock laid in of each 
relatively to probable future requirements. If twelve forms of one sort 
are ~enens | used as against one of another sort, the supply should 
be regulated approximately with reference to those relative propor- 
tions. And, once more, if forms are to be of any real use, they must 
not be stuffed at random into the nearest drawer, but on some 
inteliigible principle of order andarrangement. A few shillings spent 
in some simple ption of cases or covers to contain in 


classified divisions will be money laid out to excellent advantage. 
Passing to « different aspect of forms altogether, it is « great 








mistake to allow a slipshod and slovenly method of preparing or 
filling in the formal documents of contentious business to take root in 
an office. No common form is too common to be worthy of care and 
intelligent labour, and very often no slips are more troublesome to 
cure those which arise from disregard of this simple ‘ copy- 
book’ species of axiom. To a large extent, no doubt, documents of 
the class we have in mind resemble each other. There is no room for 
startling originality in a writ of summons on a bill of exchange, for 
instance. But there is some room for intelligence and pai i 

care. Closely as one writ of this description may resemble another, 
there will still be some point of divergence, all the more likely to be 
overlooked because of the similarity of the two documents in other 
respects. The degree of personal attention which a principal may be 
able to bestow on such matters will, of course, depend upon the ex- 


tent of the more serious calls on his time; but, responsible as he is for _ 


every stroke of work done in his name, he should, at least, be careful 
to satisfy himself that the ‘‘ common-form” part of his contentious 
work is in competent hands. f 

There is sometimes a strange confusion of ideas as to what is and 
is not a merely formal document. Some proceedings in an action 
have a certain amount of family likeness to each other because they 
contain identical formal matter. The most noteworthy examples, 
perhaps, are notices to admit or produce, and affidavits of discovery 
of documents. It is not a very unusual occurrence for a subordinate 
clerk, wholly ignorant of the events and salient points of a case, to be 
told to prepare either of these, as if the task involved nothing beyond 
the capacity of a copyist or a drudge. We shall hereafter have 
something to say in detail as to each of these documents, which we have 
now mentioned merely by vy Oy example. All we are concerned 
with at present is to point out that they are types of a class of docu- 
inents the reparation of which may, perhaps, in nine cases out of 
ten, be safely treated asa task of elementary simplicity, but, in the 
tenth, will call imperatively for highly - trained intelligence and 
intimate knowledge of the histone of the particular case. The 
contents of an affidavit of discovery of decuments, for instance, have 
before now formed the subject of an ap to the House of Lords, 
and there are many instances in which the question whether this or 
that paper or class of papers falls within an order for discovery is one 
of extreme ni to be determined only by the light of a critical 
application of the facts to the law. A want of appreciation of this 
must produce as its smallest consequence slovenly and unequal work, 
and may result in very serious mischief to the client’s interests. If 
every document of the sort we mean were difficult and special there 
would be no need to sound a warning note. It is the very fact that 
up to a certain point they run on lines which are simple and easy 
that constitutes them a source of danger to the careless or inex- 
perienced practitioner, and is apt to lead him to form the mistaken 
opinion that they are beneath his personal attention even as a matter 
of supervision. 

We are speaking, of course, only in a general sense, and with a due 
— for emergencies. Under exceptional strese of business a 
solicitor is at times absolutely compelled to make use of assistance 
which he would not employ if he could help himself. Most articled 
clerks, for instance, have experience of this fact on occasions, in @ 
different connection, when a bundle of which they have, 
perhaps, never seen before is thrust into their hands, and they are 
requested by a breathless principal or managing clerk, who is at the 
moment under an obligation to be in six places at once, to attend 
some appointment and = it “ going ” until reinforcements amive 
in the shape of the distracted superior. All we seek to lay stress on 
in connection with our present head is the need of a sound, intelligent 
system which ancliealty recognizes the distinction between such 
documents as, although in composed of formal matter, yet 
possess features of individ distinction and importance, and so 
require, in many instances, special consideration and care, and such 
as merely the substitution of B.’s name for that of A.—a« 

stem, in short, which rightly calculates proportions, and does not 

epute to a junior clerk work which would more appropriately fall to 
the portion of a trained lawyer. 








On Saturday last a deputation, represen the Yorkshire Woollen 
Home Trade Association, had un interview with Mr. Holms, M.P., Sir 
Thomas Farrer, Mr. Smith (chief official receiver), and Mr. Giffen, at the 
Board of Trade, pa ony or certain alterations in the Bankruptcy Act of 

ta’ urged that official receivers should be remunerated 

and not by ; that more latitude should be 
ven to creditors in accepting an intended offer of composition ; and that 
the restriction on creditors as to the use of proxies should be abolished. 
Mr. Holms, in reply, said that they were quite alive to many of the objec- 
tions which had made ; and he than the deputation for the very 
valuable information had imparted. It was only fair to say that the 
mode of remuneration of official receivers way under consideration, as were 
also the fees to solicitors, so as to improve their without admitting 
any of the evils which existed under the old system. In fact the question 





of fees ly was under consideration the Board of Trade. The 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE MASTER OF THE ROLLS ON SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—Reading the judgment of the Master of the Rolls in Ex parte 
Salaman, re in your last week’s issue, I am tempted to ask— 

Whether a solicitor owes his whole time to his business, irrespec- 
tively of the size of the business and of the time it may take to 
attend to it efficiently ? 

What are the “ speculations connected with his business ” in which 
we are led to infer a solicitor may blamelessly engage ? 

Whether all other speculations, even such as are not rash and 
hazardous, and such as are conducted by means of the solicitor’s own 
moneys, are prohibited to a solicitor; and, if so, why to a solicitor 
more than to any other professional man or esman ? 

His lordship seems, in one ~ of his judgment, to have admitted 
that a solicitor has a right to lose his own money. But this admission 
sm wo in the denunciation of solicitors who enter into buildi 

tions or speculations on the Stock Exchange, or who len 
money to persons who are ed in such ions. His lordship 
wishes that all such wicked solicitors could be struck off the rolls. 

I am afraid, Sir, that, if his lordship’s wishes were carried out, the 
rolls would present a sadly-attenuated appearance. 

In the meantime, I may, perhaps, be permitted to express a doubt 
whether the text justified the sermon. ArTHuR M. ELLs. 

Newmarket, March 18, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir, —Until I read the report of the case of Ex parte Salaman (ante, 
. 322), I was under the impression that, so long as a solicitor con- 
ee himself uprightly in his profession, he was not subject (merely 
as such) to the jurisdiction, punitive or directory, of the courts. But 
note the dicta of the Master of the Rolls: ‘‘The bankrupt was a 
solicitor, and if he acted properly, he owed his whole time to his busi- 


ness,” although “‘ his business wasasmallone. . . . Ifa solicitor 
chose to enter into building ations, or tions on the Stock 
Exchange, or lend money” [his own money ?] ‘‘ to persons who were 


engaged in such speculations, he did that which was inconsistent with 
his duty to his clients as a solicitor,” and his lordship ‘‘ wished that 
the law was that a solicitor could be struck off the rolls for so acting.” 

I am not concerned to question or advert to the case in which 
these opinions were given, but, assuming it to be wrong for a solicitor 
to invest his money in building a house, or to carry on the business of 
a brewer ook ree _ = to ere = he pel to a builder on mort- 
gage, I wo what ought to e ity im upon the 
several judicial persons whose names we see avetised ar dntotors of 
insurance and other companies, and who, one would think, “ owed 
their whole time to their” judicial ‘‘ business ?” 

Finally, one is tempted to ask, would it not be better if judges, 
who owe their whole time to administerin g the law as it is, were to 
refrain from making speeches in support of the law as they wish to 
have it ? X. Y¥. Z. 
March 17. 





STAMP ON AN ASSIGNMENT FOR THE BENEFIT OF 
CREDITORS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—By way of completion on my part of the discussion of this 
question I send you this further communication. 

I am pleased to find that your correspondent, ‘‘A Country Practi- 
tioner,” agrees with me on the leading points, and I think when he 
has read this letter he will agree with me — the point of a 
second 10s, stamp—of, that is, its not being payable. 

First (to deal with the remarks of your correspondent’s last letter), 
the ad valorem duty he names as being payable under the Act of 1861 
was not a Revenue stamp duty, but a “‘ nenreptar ” fee duty. 

Secondly, the second stamp decided to be payable in Hadgett’s case 
was in respect of a conveyance, and which, if not ex: charged by 
the Stamp Act, is impliedly charged by section 78. On the other 
hand, with regard to the release named in your correspondent’s first 
letter, there is no such clearly implied ch in the Act; end more- 


over, in one of my letters to you during the discussion in your columns 
of Hadgett's case (22 Sonicrrors’ JouRNAL, 244), I stated that the 
Inland Revenue ruled that such a release did not attract a second 
stamp. 


For complete or better certain ur CO dent may still think 
a deed Page cation. 


judi: 





OBITUARY. 


MR. JAMES MARIGOLD. 
Mr. James we , solicitor (of the firm of Beale, Marigold, 
Beale, & Groves), of 28, Great George-street, Westminster, and of 
Birmingham, died suddenly at Birmingham on Monday last, the 16th 
inst. Tis had been recently out of health, but not so seriously as to 
disable him from attending to business. On Monday last, however, 
while he was in a shop in Birmingham, he was seized with a fainting 
fit ; fell to the floor and died in few minutes. 
Mr. Marigold was born about 1830. He served his articles in the 
office of Messrs. Colmore & Beale, of Birmingham, and was admitted 
in 1857. A. iow years inter he was tales inte partacsehip, oud’ on SOs 
retirement of Mr. Colmore the business was contin by the late 
Ms. W. J. Basle end $n. Aiesiques suter Go ciets of ae & Mari- 
gold. Subsequently Mr. C. J. was admitted, and the firm then 
took the name, which it has been so widely known, of Beale, 
Marigold, & At the time of his death Mr. Marigold was 
associated with Mr. James : i 
Beale, and Mr. William Groves, M.A. 
Mr. Samuel Carter, in 1868, of his office of solicitor to the Mid- 
land Railway Company, an office which he had held for about a 
quarter of a century, Messrs. Beale & Marigold were appointed 
solicitors to the company, and the firm has since conducted its 


legal business. They are also solicitors to the 
Midland Bank, the Metropolitan Saag aa Company, the 
Patent Shaft Company, the Patent Nut and Bolt Company, and 


several other large joint-stock concerns. 
Mr. igold was & inent member of the Birmingham Law 

iety, and recently the position of wpe of that society. He 
took an active part in the improvement of the society’s library, and in 
the efforts made to promote the education of articled clerks. Personally 
Mr. Marigold was widely esteemed. ian says the Bir- 
mingham Daily Post, ‘not what is generall, ood as a public 
man, Mr. Marigold was well known, not only as having long occu- 
pied an honourable and. eminent place in his profession, but as a 
genial and kind- man.” f 

Mr. Marigold married a daughter of Mr. Jobn Suckling, many 
years ago a leading solicitor in Birmingham. He leaves a large 
family. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Trustee—RervusaL To appoint New Trusrse—Cosrs.—In a case of 
Peacock v. Colling, before the Court of A: No. 2, on the 16th inst., the 
question was whether a trustee ought to ordered to pay the costs of an 
action for the appointment of new trustzes, he having refused to make an 
appointment. A testator appointed two executors and trustees of his 

i The defendant alone acted, the other ha renounced and 
disclaimed. The will contained a declaration that, if his trustees, or 
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laintiffs, who were con’ tly entitled to the fund, wrote to 
Sefendant to inquire about the fund, 
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defendant’s name. The defendant refused 
and in April, 1883, the action was commenced, 
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trustee He appoint a single trustee in his own place, the defendant had oe 
been ty of any impropriety in refusing to appoint a trustee, an 
that the action must be dismissed with costs, unless the plaintiffs elected 
to retain the order for the appointment of a new trustee, paying the 
costs.—CounszL, Fischer, Q.C., and J. Bayldon Walker ; Kekewich, Q.C., 
and H. Percival. Sourcrrors, Waiker & Co. ; Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. 


AGREEMENT TO REFER TO AnBITRATION—STAY OF PROCEEDINGS IN ACTION 
—Oommon Law Procepure Act, 1854, s. 11.—In a case of Mathers v. 
Woodhouse, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 13th inst., there 
was a question on the construction of section 11 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1854, which provides that, whenever the parties to any 
deed or instrument in writing shall agree that any then existing 
or future differences befween them shall be referred to arbitration, 
and any one of the i ing shall commence any 
action or suit against the other in respect of the matters so 
to be referred, it shall be lawful for the court, on application by the 
defendant, ‘‘upon being satisfied that no sufficient reason exists why 
such matters cannot be, or ought not to be, referred to arbitration, 
according to such agreement as aforesaid, and that the defendant was, at 
the time of the bringing of the action, and still is, ready to concur in all 
acts necessary and Lap ga for causing such matters so to be decided by 
arbitration,’’ to stay all proceedings in the action, upon such terms, as to 
costs or otherwise, as to the court may seem fit. The dispute in the 
present case arose yg pre articles which contained an arbitra- 
tion clause. Kay, J., made an order staying the proceedings in the 
action, and the Court of Appeal (Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision. They were of opinion that the dispute was one to which the 
clause lied, and they said that, under such circumstances, the burden 
was on the person who said that the dispute ought not to be referred to 
arbitration to satisfy the court of this. They said that there might possibly 
be other circumstances besides fraud which might render it improper 
that there should be an arbitration, but they declined to define what those 
circumstances were. In the present case they were not satisfied that 
there was any reason why there should not be an arbitration.—Covnset, 
Robinsm, QC., and A. Brown; Hastings, Q.C., and, Bramwell Davis. 
Souicrrors, Ingledew, Ince, § Colt ; 8. 8. Seal. 





R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 16, n. 48—Tuimp-rarty ProceptrE—Lgave To 
isstz Turep-party Norice—Cuiam to Inpemnrry.—In a case of Carshore 
v. North-Eastern Railway Company, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on 
the 12th inst., the question was whether leave should be given to issue a 
third-party notice. The plaintiff alleged that a sum of stock of the de- 
fendant company, which was registered in her name, and which was her 
absolute property, had been, in January, 1880, transferred to one Farlow 
by means of a transfer which Pe pom to have been executed by her, 
but which had, in fact, been forged by an agent of hers with whom she 
had deposited the certificate of the stock for safe custody. She claimed 
order that the company should reinstate the stock in her name, and 
a dividend which they had paid to Farlow, and all future divi- 
the stock. By their statement of defence the company said that 
no knowledge of the forgery, but believed the transfer to be a 
when they regi the stock in the name of Farlow, and that 

ince erred the stock to other persons. The company 
vave to issue a third-party notice to Farlow, on the ground 
claimed to be indemnified by him against the claim of the plain- 
V.C., gave leave to issue the notice, and his order was 
the Court of A) (Cortos and Fry, L.JJ.). It was con- 
behalf of the plaintiff that the notice ought not to be issued, 
the company could not have any right of indemnity against 
Farlow, they not being parties to the transfer to him, by which he 
only to indemnify the transferor. Corron, L.J., said that rule 48 applies 
“where a defendant claims to be entitled to indemnity over against a 
person not a party to the action.”’ It would not be right to decide | 
whether the company were or were not entitled to indemnity, but it | 
could not be said that their claim was frivolous. If there was a primd 
Sacie case, leave ought to be given to issne the notice. The court ought 
to allow the plaintiff to be harassed by a discussion between ee bo 
and the third party, but questions as to expense or delay to 
the plaintiff must be decided on an application for directions under rule 
52, and the question as to the liability of the third party to the defendants 
must be poy mere y The common question as to the fact of 
forgery might well be decided between the three in this action. 
at, L.J., concurred —Cocusm, Hornell; J. G. Laing. Soxictrons, 
Merriman, Pike, & Merriman ; Williamum, Hill, & Co. 
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Costs—Taverse—Soriciton asp Curent Coers.—In a case of Hill v. 
Spurge, belore the Court of Appeal. No. 2, on the 13th inst., there was a 
aa to the cots to be allowed to a trustee. The action was 
by one of two trustees and executors (both of whom were also 
) against the other, for the administration of the testator’s 
estate. No charge of usisconduct was made against the defendant On 
A the action on further consideration Kay, J., ordered that 
the conte of the plaintiff and defendant, and their costs, charges, and 
caponene proeesiy incurreA, and not being costs of the action, should be 
out of the asseta, the costes of the plaintiff being taxed as 
hs m ad Kent, and those of the defendant as between party 
ath . The only reason tor making this distinction between the two 
—- was that the learned fudge thy that he could not allow two 
ae 


f 


J 


between solicitor and d 


—_= 


asked for his costs. The Court of Appeal (Corron and Fay, L.JJ.) re. 
versed the decision, and held that the defendant was entitled to his costs 
as between solicitor and client. Corron, L.J., said that, as ageneral rule, 
trustees are entitled to their costs of an ye enrages action as notnea 
solicitor and client, in addition to their charges and expenses not being 
costs of the yo vay His lordship was of opinion that the defendant was 
entitled to his costs as a trustee in the o: way, as he had not been 
guilty of any misconduct. Kay, J., thought that he could not allow two 
sets of costs as between solicitor and client. The Lord Justice thought 
that that was not a sufficient reason for depriving a trustee of his ordinary 
costs as a trustee. Fry, L.J., said that the defendant could not be 
deprived of his costs as between solicitor and client merely because the 
judge had thought fit to allow the plaintiff his costs as between solicito;: 
and client.—Covunsex, Pearson, Q.0., and 8. Dickinson ; Hastings, Q.C., 
and E. Ford. Soxicrrors, Janson, Cobb, § Pearson ; Darley § Cumberland. 





Hvspanp AND Wrire—Drsopeprence TO Decree For RestrrvTion or 
Consucat RiguTts—ATTaAcHMENT—MArTRImon1AL Causes Act, 1884, 5. 2— 
Retrospective Errecr.—In a case of Weldon v. Weldon, before the Court 
of Appeal, No. 2, on the 12th inst., the question was whether section 2 of 
the Matrimonial Causes Act of 1884, which provides that ‘‘ from and after 
the ing of this Act a decree for the restitution of conjugal rights 
shall not be enforced by attachment,’’ is retrospective in its operation. A 
decree for restitution was obtained by a wife in July, 1882. The husband 
did not comply with it and an order was made to attach him. The issue 
of the writ of attachment was suspended ing an appeal, and before 
the appeal could be heard the Act of 1884 was passed. The ngpert wes 
then withdrawn. The wife applied to the court to issue the writ. 
Hannen, P., refused to issue it, on the ground that section 2 appli 
the case. The Court of Appeal (Corron and Fry, L.JJ .) affirmed the 
decision. Corron, L.J., said the question was whether section 2 pre- 
vented the decree for restitution of conjugal rights from being enforced 
by attachment, and whether an order now e for the issue of the writ 
would be an order to enforce the decree for restitution by attachment. 
When the Act passed the issue of the writ had been stayed by order, and, 
the writ not having issued, to order it to issue now would be to make an 
order that a decree for restitution of conjugal rightsshould be enforced by 
attachment. The Act applied to decrees made before it was passed as well 
as to those made subsequently. Fry, L.J., said that, as the issue of- the 
writ had been pabpenien until further order, a further order was neces- 

before the decree for restitution of conjugal rights could be enforced, 
and it. was clear that the case was within the Act.—CovunseL, Searle. 
Soxicrror, James Neal. 





R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 36, nr. 1, 3—Mope or Triat—Cuance or VENUE— 
Action assicGnNgp to Cuancery Drvision.—In a case of Powell v. Cobb, 
before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 13th inst., the question was as 
to the propriety of an order which had been made to change the venue 
sel by the monn for the trial of the action. The action was 


brought in the Chancery Division, in a district registry, to set aside some 
deeds on the ground "6 fraud and misrepresentation as to the value of a 
reversionary interest. In his statement of claim the plaintiff named 


Cardigan as the place of wial. After the defences had m delivered, 
but before issue Fad been joined or notice of trial given, one of the 
defendants moved for an order that the action should be tried in Middle- 
sex before a judge without a jury. Pearson, J., held (ante, p. 257) that 
the application was not premature, the plaintiff having no power to alter, 
by notice of trial, the venue which he had selected. And, being of 
opinion that it would be more converient that the trial should take place 
in London, he granted the application. The Court of Appeal (Corton 
and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the order. On the argument of the appeal it 
was admitted that the plaintiff did not desire to alter his pleadings. 
Corroy, L.J., said that it would require a very strong case to induce the 
Court of Appeal to interfere with an order made by the judge to whom 
an action was assigned as to the mode of trial, and no such case had been 
shown. The plaintiff had not been placed at any disadvantage by being 
deprived of the opportunity of applying for a trial by jury, for the notice 
of motion asked for a trial without a jury, and the plaintiff could, if he had 
chosen, have adduced evidence to show that it was desirable there should 
be a trial by jury. He had not even done so on the hearing of the appeal. 
Fry, L.J., concurred.—Counszt, Cookson, Q.C., and Willis Bund ; Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., Northmore Lawrence, and B. F. Williams ; Davey, Q.C., and 
Procter ; Baines; Renshaw; Rawlins. Souscrrons, Lumley ¢ Lumley 5 D. 
Hughes ; Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co. ; Gush, Phillips, § Walters. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 


Mannarep Women’s Prorenty Act, 1882, 4. 5—Revensionany I nrenest 
veeren I~ Manatrep Woman nevone Commencement oy ACT, BUT FALLING 
isto Possession avren.—In a case of Inre Hughes’ #rusts, before Pearson, 
J., om the 14th inst., the question arose whether section 5 of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, which provides that ‘‘ every woman married 
before the commencement of this Act shall be entitled to have and to 
hold and to dispose of in manner aforesaid as her separate property all 
real and l property her title to which, whether vested or contin- 
gent, pod whother in seanion, reversion, or remainder, shall accrue after 
the commencement of this Act, including any wages, earnings, money, and 
property #0 or acquired by her as aforesaid,” applies to a reversionary 
ntecrest which was y in a married woman before the commencement of 
the Act, but fell into on afterwards, In Baynton v. Collins (33 
W. i, 41, L. R.27 Ch. D. 604) Chitty, J., held that it does, and his deci- 
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arrived at the conclusion that such property was not within the Act, and 
that section 5 only applied to cases where the title accrued in inception 
the commencement of the Act; but Chitty, J., had decided the 
question the other way in Baynion v. Collins (33 W. R. 41), and his 
lordship felt bound to follow that decision, and to leave it to the Court of 
= alter the matter if it were not right, though it must not be 
that he dissented from that decision.—CovnsgL, Jason Smith ; 
Cadman Jones. Soxicrrors, Johnson § Son, for Fisher, Jesson, ¢ Wilkins, 
Ashby-de-Zouch ; R. F. Hill, for Cooper § Abney, Derby. 
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Buritpixe Soctsrr—Bornowme Powsrs—Wivine ve—Priorrry.—In 
the case of In re The Mutual Aid Permanent Building Society, which came 
before Kay, J., on the 14th and 18th inst., a summons was taken out by 

depositors or debenture-holders of the society to be declared 
creditors in priority to the realized, withdrawal, investing, and —— 
members of the society respectively. The society was registe: under 
seo 7 mee ec. 32. a 1 of the society’s ome enacted ew 
was lished ‘‘ for the purpose of raising, by monthly subscrip- 
tions and its on loans, a fund to make aivemeas 40 man dewey No 
other rule referred to a power to borrow, and there was no provision as to 
payment of interest, evidence of the loan, or repayment or security. At 
e time of the formation. of the society it was resolved at a meeting of 
directors that they might receive deposits of money on debentures, and 
they had been in the habit of receiving loans from persons not otherwise 
members. It was contended on behalf of the members that rule 1 was 
only intended to state the objects of the society, and not to confer any 
power and as no subsequent rule gave power to borrow, ‘‘ deposits on 
” must refer to subscriptions of members paid in advance in manner 
expressly provided by the rules. Kar, J., held that rule J sufficiently 
expressed the power of the society to receive deposits on loans, and the 
not be limited to the payment of the subscriptions in advance. 
who deposited money were not members of the society, but 
creditors, and as such were entitled to rank in the winding up in 
priority to the members of all classes, including those who had given 
notice of withdrawal, as provided by the rules, before the commencement 
of the winding up.—Cocnst, Robinson, Q C., and Ashton Cross; Pearson, 
QC., and Seward Brice ; Hastings, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods. Soxtcrrors, 
Speechly, Mumford, ¢ Landon, for J. Miller, Bristol; W. Compton Smith ; 
Bolton, Robbins, Busk, ¢ Co. 


E 
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Baxxrurprcy—Disrress ror Rext—Barirr Levyinc Distress ovrsipe 
rae Disruicr or rHe County Covet JupGk BY WHOM HE HAS BEEN APPOINTED 
—Acnuiccirvrat Hotprses Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 61), s. 52.—In the 
case of Re Sanders, Ex parte Serjeant, which came before the court on the 
llth inst., on il from the county court of York, the question was 
raised as to a bailiff appointed under section 52 of the Agricultural 

Act, 1883, could levy a distress on a holding situate outside the 

of the county court by the judge of which he has been appointed. 

section ides that “‘ from and after the commencement of this Act 

act as bailiff to levy any distress on any holding to which 

poe Ee oe unless he shall be authorized to act asa bya 

certificate in writing under the hand of the judge of a county court; and 

every county court judge shall appoint a competent number of fit and 

Proper persons to act as such bailiffs,” fe. The bailiff was appointed by 

the judge of the Se unty Court district, and levied a distress for rent 

, situate within the Tadcaster County Court 

official receiver contended that the distress was illegal and 

void. The court (Cave and Wis, JJ.) held that the distress was 5 

Sd ee Cen ne, DAME to Uo expetated by ax county court judge, 

and that a bailiff so appointed can act outside distri ict of the county 

oust eaten ty Shem be hes been appeinted. The court also th t 

distress were irregular, it would not have been void. e 

was therefore allowed.—Covnsr, A. C. Nicoll, for the appellant; 

wir Mackenzie, for official receiver. Soricttons, Williamson, Hill $ Co., 
for Coates, Weatherley ; Reader & Hicks. 
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Mises—Coat Mivzs Reoviarion Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 76), 8. 
18— Arromrurst oy Cuecx-weicuen — Penson “EMPLOYED IN THE 
Mrsz.”—In the case of Hopkinson ¥. Caunt and others, which came before 
the Divisional Court (Mathew and Smith, JJ.) on the 13th inst., the 

i section 


Guesoas wee saleed so to whether scheds-w er appointed under 
of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1872, must be a person in the 
the mine-owner at the time of his appointment. That 
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who are yy in a mine to which 


this Act and are paid according to weight of the mineral 
Saar ta tae er os fos cen eas 4 ht ye 
elerred to an 2 check-weigher) at the place appointed for the weighing 
of euch mineral, in order to take au account of the weight thereof on 


: 
1 


he is #0 stationed. The check-weigher 
loyed either in the mine at which he is so 
theeameowner.”’ The facts were as 


t 
eas 
‘ 
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refused to allow him to continue as check-weigher, and removed him from 
the mine. The plaintiff having brought an action for assault in the 
Nottingham County Court, the defi ts contended that the plaintiff 
was properly removed, as he was not in the employment of the defendants 
at the time of his re-election as check-weigher, and so was not eligible for 
election under section 18. The county court judge found for the plaintiff. 
Held, on a , that the judgment was wrong and must be entered for 
the defendants. The meaning of section 18 is that the person to be 
appointed check-weigher must be a person employed by the mine-owner 
at the time of the appointment either in the mine at which he is stationed, 
or in another ob er to the same owner. Here the plaintiff at the 
time of his re-election was not in the employment of the defendants, but 
in the employment of the men, and so was not ible for election as 
check-weigher.—Counsg., Sir H. Giffard, Q.C., and Appleton; Atherley 
Jones. Soxscrrors, Taylor, Hoare, Taylor, § Box, for Hunt § Williams, 
Nottingham. 
Morteace—Prioriry—Dzposir or Cerriricates or SHARES—LIEN or 
MPANY FOR Moneys pug rroMm SHAREHOLDER—Noricz.—In a case of The 
Bradford Banking Company v. Briggs § Co., before Field, J., on the 
13th inst., the question was as to the priority of bankers, in respect of 
advances made by them to a customer on the security of a deposit with 
them of the certificates of shares held by him in a company, over a lien 
given — articles of association to the company on the shares of every 
shareho: for moneys due to them by the shareholder. The article of 
association provided that the company should have “‘a first and permanent 
lien and charge, available at law and in equity, upon every share of every 
person who is the holder thereof for all debts due from him to the com- 
y-”’ Frexp, J., held that Hopkinson v. Rolt (9 H. L. C. 514) applied, 
and that the bankers were entitled to priority over the company as to 
moneys which became due to the company from the shareholder after the 
company received notice of the bankers” advance. —Covunszt, Ince, Q.C., 
and Farwell; W. W. Karslake, Q.C., and Dibdin; H. C. Hawkins. 
Soxrcrrors, Paterson, Snow, § Co. ; R. Vincent. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Soticrron—RIGHT TO REPRESENT OLIENT AFTER Fina JuDGMENT.—In a 
case of De La Pole v. Dick, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 17th 
inst., the question was raised how long after ge arom has been 
recovered in an action the solicitor on the record is to eemed to repre- 
sent his client, so that service of notices on him may be good service on the 
client, no notice of any change of solicitor having been given under rule 
3 of order 7 of the R. 8. C., 1883. The action was brought by an execu - 
trix against an agent of the testator, to recover money due from him to 
the testator, and on the further consideration of the action an order was 
made that the defendant should, on or before a s ed day or within 
seven days after service of the order upon him, pay the balance which had 
been found due from him into court. The defendant absconded, and the 
order could not be served. The plaintiff appealed, the object being to 
have the order altered into an order that the defendant should pay the 
money to the plaintiff, with the view of more readily enforcing the pay- 
ment. Notice of the appeal was served on the defendant’s solicitor on the 
record, and he stated that he no longer acted for the defendant. No 
notice of a change of solicitor had been filed under rule 3 of order 7. On 
the hearing of the appeal the defendant did not appear, and the question 
arose whether the service of the notice of a on the solicitor was 
sufficient service on the defendant. The court Nn, Bowen, and Fr, 
L.JJ.) held that under the circumstances the service was sufficient. 

declined to decide whether, after final judgment in an action, the 
solicitor on the record continues to resent his client as regards the 
opposite until the time has e: for a from the judgment. 
But, on authority of what is said by Coke in 2 Inst. 378, and of 
the case of Lawrence v. Harrison (Styles, 426), they held that, until the 
judgment has been worked out so as to enable the plaintiff to obtain the 
fruite of it, the defendant’s solicitor on the still owes a duty to 
him to see that no attempt is made to enforce the judgment improperly, and, 


therefore, te him as regards his opponent (no notice of a change of 
solicitor ha’ been given), so that on the solicitor of notices, 
which do not require service, is good service on the defendant.— 


Counsz, Cecil Russell, Boricitons, Martineau § Reid. 





Hicu Court or JusTIcE—QUEEN’s Benon Division. 
(Before MaTuew and A. L. Smith, JJ.) 
March 15.—In the Matter of an Application by the Incorporated Law 
Society, 


This was an application by the I ted Law Society against a 
son described as a supernumerary of a tre, for acting as a solicitor, 
not being in law authorized to do so. It appeared thft in 1881 a person 


named sustained an injury in the service of his employers, and 
desired to bring an action stthem, It appeared that there was some 
legal difficulty in the way of the action, for it was stated that he had been 


to a solicitor, who declined to take it up, and then he spoke to a friend of 

his, a tailor, who knew the supernumerary, and introduced them to each 

ihe pistntidl fo porssn( anh sepved ie; end got the 

indorsed as ‘* issued served it, got the 
aims Cows op, copiots ena 


i 





ath. the teal, The as tn en et 
raary, iff, who wae t of the 
Actendante fn the mine, was sppolated check-weigher by men in the 
mine at U4. 4 week, and from that date ceased to be in the loyment 
A the dAcndants. On thy 2th of July, 1684, he reetved fourteen day 
notice trom the men to bis employment Sn weet 

notice that he would be cligible for re-election at Ws. « week. On the 
sen Ang te dection wes held sf which the was elected 
alter 4 . Om the ith A August the defendants, the mine-owners, 


statement drawn up, , and delivered, receiving several 
small game from Hale for his services, and receipts for them, one of 
which was for getting statement of claim and another for getting 





ew ee oe fe oS & 


ar - nm 








eS Uc 








March 21, 1885. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











cause entered, &c. The statement of claim, however, was ‘‘demurred”’ 
to, as showing no cause of action under the Employers’ Act, and 
on the 17th of February last year a di court (A. L. Smith and 
Watkin Williams, JJ.) gave juhguant against the plaintiff upon it, and 
he failed in his action. Subsequently the matter came to the knowl 

of the Incorporated Law Society, who brought it before the court on the 
affidavit of and the documents in the case, especially the receipts 
given by the supernumerary. 

R. T. Reid, Q.C. (with him W. Murray), appeared on behalf of the 
Incorporated Law Society, in support of their application against the 
supernum for a — court by acting as a solicitor. 

Fie appensel in person in his own defence, and alleged that he had only 
acted as the agent or servant of Hale, the plaintiff in this action, in con- 
firmation of which he pointed to the writ, which Ppa ome to be issued by 
ee and to the letters and nofices in the case addressed 
to the plaintiff; and as to the statement of claim, he declared it was 
drawn by one Thompson, whom he did not know, and had failed to find, 
but had met casually in the Royal Courts, and who, he believed, had some 
connection with the law; and the document being looked at, it was seen 
not to be in the handwriting of the m now proceeded against. He 
denied that he had ever represented himself as a solicitor (as Hale had 
stated), and declared that the plaintiff’s friend, the tailor, well knew who 
he was, and that the plaintiff well knew, and this was confirmed by an 
affidavit of the tailor. He further stated that the action had got into the 
hands of another person who got money from the plaintiff to fee counsel, 
and ‘‘ stopped ”’ half of it himself. 

The court upon this thought the application answered, and called upon 

Reid to support it. He reminded them that he did not appear for Hale, 
but for the society, in the interests of the public, who were seriously con- 
cerned in these proceedings by unauthorized persons. As to ‘‘ Thomp- 
son,’’? he confessed, he said, some scepticism, and suggested that next 
time it might be ‘‘Johnson;”? and no such person was produced. 

Martuew, J., observed that if there was such a person he must have 
connected with the law in some way, forthe statement of claim, 
though it turned out to be defective in law under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, showed some legal knowledge, which the supernumerary of 
a theatre was not likely to possess, and , with the difference of the 
handwriting, strongly confirmed the story that there was some such 
person, who, however, if he existed, would take good care to keep out of 
the way of the Incorporated Law Society. A. L. Smrn, J., added that 
the matter occurred in 1883, and there was ample time for ‘‘Thompson”’ 
to disappear.] The case does not rest on the statement of Hale that this 
person represented himself as a solicitor. The charge is not so repre- 
senting himself, but acting as a solicitor, and that is shown by his 
receipts and his own statements. He issued the writ, he served it, he got 
the statement of claim drawn, &c.; in short, he did all the work of a 
solicitor in the matter. [Marnew, J.—He did that for Hale as his 
servant.] So does any solicitor for his client. What could a solicitor 
have done which this person did not do? [Maruew, J.—May not a man 
issue a writ for another in the name of the other?] Not if he is paid for it 
—that is practising as a solicitor. 

The Court, however, thought that in substance the application was 
answered, being satisfied, they said, that Hale knew who the man was, 
and that he was not a solicitor, and that what he did for Hale was simply 
done for him in his place, and as though Hale did it. The pro ty 
appeared to be, for the reasons they had already given, that there was 
some such person as ‘‘ Thompson’’ (who, of course, kept out of the way), 
and that supported the defence. On the whole, therefore, they did not 
think it a case for sending the to prison under the statute ; but 
there certainly had been some ity on his part, and it was quite 
proper that the matter should be brought before the court. The applica- 
tion would be dismissed, without costs.— Zimes. 





March 16.—T7he Incorporated Law Society v. Bedfords. 


This case raised a very important question as to the legality of a com- 
mon practice of persons not solicitors sending out letters on printed forms 
demanding payment of debts, and intimating that if not paid ne will 
take proceedings to recover them. The Solicitors Act (37 & 38 Vict. c. 
68) makes it an offence for any one wilfully and falsely to re t him- 
self as a solicitor; and the Incorporated Law Society laid a complaint 
under the Act against two persons named Bedford 80 representing 
themselves under these circumstances, It appeared that in May last the 
defendants had sent out to a debtor of one Vigors, a tailor, a letter 
on a printed form in these terms:—‘‘ Notice of intention to take 
pro ge in the county court for the recovery of small debts. 
—I hereby give you notice that unless a pay forthwith the 
sum of £1 15s. 6d., due from you to Mr. Vigors, I a 

t you under the above Act.” This was anes “J. H. ford,”’ 

ith the assent of his brother, W. O. 4 
own address in the Leyton-road, Kentish Town. It appeared that 
neither of them was a solicitor, and that the document was sent to 
the debtor and was received by him under the impression that it came 
from a solicitor, and that he was really only indebted to Vigors in £1 6s. 
and not in £1 15s. 6d., and that the Bedfords were in the employment of 
Vigors, who them to apply for him as from their own address. It 
was contended on the of the defendants that the debt was £1 15s, 6d., 
and no one was called to prove that it was not so, and they denied that 
they had represented themselves as solicitors, and that they were in the 
habit of sending out such letters or county court summonses on behalf 
of Vigums, ane oe ee ee aor On btnnte Me doga tw 

magistrate was of opinion charge was made ou 
Incorporated Law Society appealed, and 
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used, y 
that the 


proceedings i 
writer would institute 
claimed was more than debt, how could it be doubted that the differ- 
ence was to be retained for costs ’ : 
show that the debt was only £1 6s.] It would appear from the books. 
on J.—It that the its were in the habit of send- 

out such letters.| On printed forms with their own addresses. Wh 
were not the letters sent out by Vigors? Why sent out by 
the defendants? Could it be doubted that the 
Sones solicitors? [Maruew, J.—It was 
intended falsely to represent themselves i 
a pe A. L. Sworn, J.—Was it not of 
fact ?] question of was in dispute? The letter spoke for 
itself. The question really reserved by the magistrate i 
a a SS ee a question of law, and there clearly was 
evidence. 


& 
; 
2 
: 
E 
£ 


sufficient evidence on which to convict. The contention of the 

virtually was that upon the evidence the magistrate was bound to convict ; 
but that was not so, as it was a question under all the circumstances as to 
the intention of the parties, and whether they — falsely to represent 
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that the i was bound to convict, al » he might 
have er possibly on the same ie eeelf (the learned 
judge) might have con 
the appeal was dismissed.— Times. 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Spscra, Genera Meerimve, Apr 30, 1885. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
ee pola be held m Ja i pos te le a general te 
society sho in Jan a meeting of 
the members of the socie will. be in the hall of the society on 
Thursday, the 30th of A) 1885. 

Members who “! to move resolutions should send copies of them 


eonrommene : 
motions will be sent to each member of the society. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The fortieth annual general meeting of this society was held on Tuesday, 
at the society’s house, No. 18, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Mr. J. Moxon Clabon, 
the chairman, presiding. 

The report, which was laid before the ing, stated that the total 
amount assured during the year had been £515,302, of which £437, 
been retained by the society at its own risk. The 
287. The new premiums received had amounted 
which £2,765 13s. 4d. had been paid away for new re- assurances, 
a net receipt of £17,124 5s. 3d. The i 
received during the year had 3 
£1,872 15s. 4d. over the amount received in the previous year. The profit 


on reversions into the present year’s account was £111,601 8. 5d. 
which meluded the increase value the last five years. The 
ceien chan’ ts Geaee amounted to 683 ld4s., the number of 


the re an average rate of £4 Ts. 4d. per cent. per 
annum. 

The Cuaraman, in moving the of the observed that, 
very rh jinquennial meeting would be eld, at wah te 
bonus be » and he would only say, with to this, that 

the last Having 
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board in the death of four of their number—Mr. T. G. Kensit, Mr. 
. E. Hilliard, Mr. A. H. Shadwell, and Sir Robert J. Phillimore—whose 
had been of the highest value, he said that the few figures he had 
bring before the meeting pointed to the really remarkable suécess of 
society. He believed they would find that the society ranked nearly 
the first in this respect. When they met last year, they had a 
fund of £1,800,000, and they had now a reserve fund of £2,000,000 
other words, an increase of nearly £200,000 in the course of the year. 
iety which could show a shareholders’ capital of £60,000, and upwards 
£2,000,000 to bear its losses, was in an excellent position. The last 
had been much the largest year in respect of new premiums. They 
been very anxious to show £20,000 of new premiums, but, although 
they were short of this, they had £5,000 or £6,000 more than in any 
previous year. They had never had, in any former year, more than 213 
policies, but last year tiiey had had 287, thus giving a constant increase 
annually since the formation of the society. Analyzing the sources from 
which the policies c»me, they found that, whereas the directors had 
ht 58,000 in the previous year, they brought last year 113,000; the 
olders had brought, in the previous year, 26,000, and last year only 
9,850. He hoped that, in future, they would have more policies sent them 
by the shareholders. When the society was such as it was, with £20,000 
annual new premiums, and with an approaching division of profits which 
was better than the last, it was more than a sufficient temptation for the 


fate 
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In the presence of Mr. Berridge, he would not say much about him, 
but he had the entire confidence of the directors, and, in everything he 
had done, he had contributed most materially to the prosperity of the 
i He was glad to see him amongst them again in good health. 
the remainder of the staff, he might say of them that they were such 
as was seldom to be found. Mr. Lerridge and Mr. Colquhoun had 
been both compelled to be absent because of ill-health, and yet the 
business had been carried on, and everything done with the best possible 
judgment. 

Mr. H. F. Bristrowe, Q.C., Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster 
(deputy-chairman), seconded the motion, calling attention to the fact that 
the rate of interest on their securities was £4 7s. 4d. per annum—that was, 
excluding the profit on reversions, the interest upon the stock and 

ies of the society. Interest everywhere had undoubtedly fallen 
ing late years, and this was an exceedingly good rate. Then there 
was the matter of re-assurances. This year, out of the very large premium 
income, there was £2,765 paid to other offices for re-assurances, leaving 
£72,000. And it was a remarkable fact that they had at this moment in 
force in the office 1,150,000 policies brought them by other offices, who 
were, in spite of that large amount, still indebted to them in about £260,000. 
it year’s premiums paid in re-assurances, £2,700, would re-assure 
about £77,000, and the society had received during the year somewhere 
about 144,000 new policies, bringing premiums between £4,000 and £5,000. 
That was a very remarkable state of circumstances as regarded re-assur- 
ances, and it showed the high position in which the office stands as re- 
other offices, because the society was still entitled to receive 
to put them square with other offices. He indorsed all that had 
said by the chairman in respect to the staff. 
. W. G. Lemon asked, with respect to the increase of value, how much 
actual realized profit, and how much was estimated value arising from 
the increase of reversions. 

The wep hee wes that about £14,000 arose from increased value, the 
rest was all realized during the year. They had got it in cash. wed 

Mr. Lzewow asked what course would be taken with regard to Lord 
Aylesford’s insurance ? 

Mr. E. Watmisier thought this was a question which should not be 
answered in public. 

The Cuatmman agreed with Mr. Walmisley, but he might say the prin- 

of the office was to act liberally, and he believed the question as to 

Lord Aylesford did or did not die outside the limits depended 

ae ote as to accuracy of maps; and if they took advantage of 
things of that kind they would not be doing their duty. 

Mr. Geawruam, Q.C., M.P., asked, in respect of their mortgages, whether 
the society had suffered from the depreciation in value of agricultural 


? 
The Cuatemax said no matter received greater attention than the 
mortgages, and the society had not lost a single penny from the cause 


Mr. A. Waxp observed that the amount under the head of loans on per- 
sonal security was much lower, and asked the reason. 

The Custumas replied that the society had never lost any money on 
these loans; they did not, however, encourage them, but when an old 
Cee eae eters securities they did not like to refuse him. 

The was carried unanimously. 

On the motion of Mr. Wuarzty, seconded by Mr. Cuvacn, Mr. W. 

was elected a director. 
the motion of Mr. Szvuovn ee eee by Mr. Watmusier, 
Mr. H. C. Saunders, (.C., was elected « director. 
On the motion of Mr. H. J. Fuancis, Mr. T. P. Cobb was elected a 
On the motion of Mr. D. Prrcatum, Mr. R. Romer, Q.0., was elected a 


ioe of Mr. J, Boowum, sevonded by Mr. G. Haxnenr, thé 
ee ee Mr. Broughton, Mr. Doreeell, hit Rockin ee Mr. 
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Richard Smith were re-elected. The retiring auditors, Mr. Boodle and 
Mr. Church, were also re-elected. 

Mr. A. Brrp moved, and Mr. Warp seconded, a vote of thariks to the 
board, and that 3,000 guineas be voted them for their services. This 
was agreed to. ; 5 

The Cuarrman briefly returned thanks.” 

On the motion of Mr. W.H. Broveuron, seconded by Mr. GranrHam, a 
vote of thanks was passed to the auditors, and thirty guineas agreed upon 
as their remuneration. 

The Cuarrman moved a vote of thanks to the officers and the solicitor 
speaking in high terms of their services. 

The vote was carried unanimously. 

Mr. G. Roopgr (solicitor) and Mr. G. W. Berrios (actuary and 
secretary) responded. 

The proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the chairman, 
which was proposed by Mr. Ricuarp Srru. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Homewoop Crawrorp, solicitor (of the firm of Crawford & 
Chester), of 90, Cannon-street, who has been elected by the Court of 
Common Council of the City of London to succeed the late Sir Thomas 
James Nelson in the office of City Solicitor, was boin in 1850, and was 
admitted a solicitor in 1872. He is now serving the office of Under 
Sheriff of London and Middlesex for the fourth time, and he is ward clerk 
of Dowgate Ward, and solicitor to the Vintners’ Company and to the 
French Hospital. 


Mr. James ALpert Oncuarp (of the firm of Radford & Orchard), of Sid- 
mouth, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Bensamen Scorr Currey, solicitor (of the firm of Barber, Currey, & 
Borough), of Derby, has been appointed by the high sheriff of Derbyshire 
(Mr. Edward Henry Pares) to be Under Sheriff of Derbyshire for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Currey is deputy clerk of the peace for Derbyshire. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1852. 


Mr. Joseru Beaumont, solicitor (of the firm of Beaumont & Warren), of 
33, Chancery-lane, and of Maldon and Coggeshall, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Commissioners of Land, Asal, and Income Taxes for the 
Dengie Division of the County of Essex, in succession to Mr. William 
Cada, resigned. Mr. Beaumont is clerk to the magistrates for the Dengie 
Division. He was admitted a solicitor in 1856. 


Mr. Pzrer Epwarp Hansez11, solicitor (of the firm of Hansell & Hales), 
of Norwich and Cromer, has been appointed by the high sheriff of 
Norfolk (Mr. Robert Harvey Mason) to be Under Sheriff of that county 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Hansell was admitted a solicitor in 1855. 


Mr. Ricuarp Harxis, solicitor and proctor (of the firm of Garrod & 
Harris), of Wells, has been appointed strar of the Diocese of Bath 
and Wells, in succession to the late Mr. William Dore. Mr. Harris was 
admitted a solicitor in 1866. He is country to the Bishop of 
Bath and Wells, chapter clerk and of Wells Cath . 
registrar of the archdeaconries of Wells Bath, and treasurer for the 
city of Wells. 


Mr. Wi1u1am Luioyp Biexseck, barrister, who has been elected Master 
of Downing College, Cambridge, is the son of the late D. Birkbeck, 
and was born in 1808. He was formerly fellow of Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated as a wrangler in 1830. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1833, and he practised for 
many years in the Court of Chancery. He was for about twenty years 
reader in equity to the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, and he has 
been Downing Professor of the Laws of England in the University of 
Cambridge. 


Mr. Ricuarp Prick Hvoues, solicitor (of the firm of Hughes & Brown), 
of Worcester, has been appointed by the high sheriff of Worcestershire 
(Mr. James Dyson Perrine to be Under Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Hughes is coroner for the Middle Division of Wor- 
cestershire. He was admitted a solicitor in 1859. 


Mr. Cecit Bray, solicitor (of the firm of Bray & Peter), of Holsworthy 
and Stratton, has been appointed Clerk to the Holsworthy Highway 
Board. Mr. Bray was admitted a solicitor in 1856. 


Mr, Wii11am Bryvow Broop, solicitor, of Witham, has been appointed 
Deputy Coroner for the Eastern Division of the County of Essex. Mr. 
Blood was admitted a solicitor in 1865. He is clerk to the county 
magistrates at Witham. 


Mr. Hexuent Beaumont, solicitor (of the firm of Harrison, Beaumont, 
& ® mith), of Wakefield, has been sppelnted by the #Vakefield Board of 
Guardians Clerk to their Board, the Rural Sanitary Authority, Assessment 
Committee, and School Attendance Committee, and he has also received 
from the Registrar-General the appointment of Superintendent Registrar 
of Births, es, and Deaths for the Wakefield District, all which 
offices were rendered vacant by the death of the late Mr. W, R. Wilson, 

gd adn firm of Scholey, Wilson, & Leatham), of the same town. 


was admitted in Vacation, 1874 (after obtaining one 
oo Tpomsnoeated Ley accents at that term’s final examination), 
since which time he has practised In Wakefield. 
Mr, Mawrm Wi111am Sroxus has been appointed a Queen’s Counsel for 
the City and Garrison of Gibraltar. 
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Mr. Hream Axstrr Owsron, solicitor (of the firm of Owston, Dickinson, & 
Simpson), of Leicester, has been appointed by the high sheriff of 
Leicestershire (Mr. Cecil George eton Drummond) to be. Under 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Owston was a 
solicitor in 1852. 


Mr. Henry Feirx Joun Recano, barrister, has been appointed a Queen’s 
Counsel for the City and Garrison of Gibraltar. Mr. Recano was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1858. 


Mr. Wiuiram Metmorx Watters, solicitor (of the firm of Walters, 
Deverell, Walters, & Wood), of 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Law Life Assurance Society, in succession to 
Mr. John Symonds Bockett, deceased. Mr. Walters was admitted a 
solicitorin 1857. He is a member of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, and adirector of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, and of 
the Law Fire Insurance Society. 


Mr, Georcze Bettamy Naupgr, solicitor and notary, of Barrow-in- 
Furness, has been elected Town Clerk of the Borough of Huddersfield, in 
succession to Mr. Joseph Batley, deceased. Mr. Nalder was admitted a 
solicitor in 1872. 

Mr. Gzorce Freperick Cornwe.u, barrister, has been appointed a 
Queen’s Counsel for the City and Garrison of Gibraltar. Mr. Cornwell 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1859. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 12.—Bili Read a Second Time. 
Private Brit.—South-Eastern and London, Chatham, and Dover Rail- 
way Companies (Arbitration). 


Bill Read a Third Time. 

Marriages Validity. 

March 13.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Briis.—Stratford-upon-Avon, Towcester, and Midland Junc- 
tion Railway ; Cardiff and Monmouthshire Valley Railway ; Dee Con- 
servancy ; Southwark and Vauxhall Water; North London Railway; 
Nottingham Corporation. 

March 17.—Bill Read a Second Time. 

Water Companies (Regulation of Powers). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
March 11,—Bill in Committee. 


Redistribution. 
March 12.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
ParvaTe Brt.—Skipton and Kettlewell Railway. 
Bill in Committee. 
Elections in Counties (Hours of Poll). ¥ 
March 13.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Briis.—Latimer-road and Acton Railway; North Cornwall 


way. 
Registration (Occupation Voters). 


Bill in Committee. 

Redistribution. 

March 16.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Brts.—Great Eastern Railway (General Powers) ; London and 
Blackwall Railway ; Lydd Railway ; North ae ge ways (No. 
1); North Wales Narrow Gauge Railways ions, &c.) ; ah! wee 
a illy, and Newport Railway ; Rhondda and Swansea Bay way ; 
South-Eastern Railway (Various Powers); Wirral Railway. 

March 17.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Privatz Birt.—Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law). 


Bill in Committee. 
Redistribution. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


The action of Mayor of Bristol v. Cox came before Mr. Justice Pearson 
The action the 


on the 12th inst 


was brought by Mayor and Corporation 


of Bristol, suing in their eer of the local —e authority, to 


restrain Mr. Cox, a member and 


er president of Bristol Incor- 


rated Law Society, from mang statements at public sales, and from 

oars scamein ak aie circulars relating to resolutions 

by the Council of the Bristol Law Society, calling 
conditions of 


attention to the 


uired by the local sanitary authority. The resolutions were as 

follow :—(1 Se sear the practice which is 

naw afenten hy the Bases i Authority of providing on sales of their 
that without 


salvages 


eir title is to be accepted 


investigation, and th:t 


the purchaser is not to have any title deeds handed to him, or any covenant 
whatever for titles or for production of deeds, should be abandoned for th 


E 
: 
| 
- 
z 
E 
F 
m1 


thereby thrown on the r. (b.) In case of an action of ejectment 
ox ong claion bain oe Rare ieet kde’ Whother wok Sounded ae clhenwtne, 


he has no means oF 
lending their trust 


which no title is or can be shown. (2) That, in the opinion = 


ing, if the Bristol 


adopt 
usual practice of furnishin an abstract, they should accept the 
ibility of the titles which they refuse 


by way of mortgage on such property as this, to 
this meet- 


Sanitary Authority do not see fit 
to disclose, by ving 


an absolute covenant the protection of the purchaser. 
ints (says the Times) were raised in argument— first, whether, 
Pointe Tat the conduct of the Bristol scticihors an 


assuming i was misconceived, 
injunction as matter of law would lie; secondly, whether the corporation 
could make what is called a statutory title under section 124 of the Lands 


There’ was evidence b persons to show that a full value was 
realized on sales by the corporation under the conditions complained of, 
and that the price obtained was not affected by the stringency of the 
conditions. On the other hand, solicitors at Bristol deposed 


that clients of theirs 


had been deterred from atten the auctions by 


reason of the conditions, Before the arguments on both sides had been 


concluded, it was 


between the parties, on the suggestion of the 


jud , that the case should stand over to see if the parties could not come 

= o amicable arrangement, his lordship having frequently, during the 

course of the trial, intimated, on the one hand, his doubt whether it would 
co 


not be extending the jurisdiction of the 


yond any reported cases 


to grant an in unction, and, on the other hand, stating that it was his 
opinion that the conditions of sale under which the corporation sold were 


perfectly proper. 


The following notice has been issued at the Post Office :—It is observed | Wednesday 


that the envelo Segeenity used for letters and packets sent through 
the post are t for the purpose, causing dam to the correspondence. 
The ea therefore, are = recommended always to use strong 
os which, in case of bulky or very heavy letters, should be made 
° en. 

In August last year Earl Granville uested her Majesty’s representa- 
tives oo bere nA Courts and in the United States to call upon the 
secretaries of their several Legations for reports » to the working of the 
lunacy laws in the countries where they resid a £ to the 
existence of private asylums, the checks upon admission and detention, 
and the amount of supervision and inspection. A Blue Book has now 
been issued, containing twelve despatches on the subject sent by our 

epresentatives in reply to Earl Granville’s request. 

At the commencement of the business on Weltvastag mertieg Mr. Jus- 
tice Field said that for the convenience of the bar he ed to state that, 
inasmuch as he was now sitting as a j ef the Chancery Di the 
causes in his lordship’s list were in a t position from that in which 


eis 2 2 t for 
e . 
omy Oovgruni 

sen 

Ka Greanann 


aos It was 





Jewry 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


APppEaL CoUuRT Areqes Coune V. C. Bacow. Mr. Justice 
0. 1. : 
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Dourtrex Exzcrric, Licut, PowEr, AND STORAGE COMPANY, Lgserenn.— Oretiies 8 
or before March 27, to send their names an: 

jars of their debts or claims, * Samuel Lovelock, 19, Seen st. 
, April 14, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 


IRWELL Inp1a RUBBER AND Gutta PERCHA Works, LimITED.—By an order made 
Bacon, V.C., dated Feb 28, 28, it was tn y that the wor be wouad ue. 

and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the oner 
J BRINDLEY AND Co, Lonrep.—Petition for winding up, presented March 


OfEPrH 
13, directed to be hes beard before Kay, J., on March 27. Reynolds, West Smith- 


ENT , LIMiITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 

April 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or to James Worley, 27, Leadenhall st. Mpuian April 13, at 12, is 
a for Noa Scere judicating upon the debts an ’clalms 

TroJEs MINING AND @ Company, LumTep.—Petition for winding up, 
presented March 12, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., oateenteg, Marek 
21. Wainwright and Baillie, Staple inn. solicitors for the 

Untrep PorttaND CEMENT COMPANY, Loaren, —Petition wy A, 
21 Scott, King W. ony ty t f belrewhitt. i Rovineo 8 "stent 

4 agent for Ww! an nm, Sun 
solicitors for the aoe 
' Gazette, March 13.]} 


ABERAYRON Moutvat Sup Insurance Socrety, Liutrep.—Petition for } winding 
CS ge nee 13, directed tote heard before Pearson J., on Mare 
‘ones, puters forthe peti Chancery lane, agent for Jones and Co, Aberystwith, stwith, soli- 
BrrrisH SEaMAN AND PrLoT’s GUARDIAN COMPANY, LimITED.— Petition for wind- 
ne: Tog oa 16, directed to be Coad before Kay, J., on March 27 
bo. Co, ao row, agents for Wilson and Lawley, Manchester, soli- 


Oi Conerrrorionat Cx CLUB bag ony LuworTep.—Petition bag Fai up, - 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., 


peor lord rd, solicitor for the potitioues 
“GrEaT STEAMSHIP COMPANY, .-x* —By an order made by 
eee. 2. Grek March 1. it was ordered that the company be wound up. 


and Co, Bedford row, solicitors for the ae 
Guarana Company, LiurTED.—Creditors are req , on or before April 15, to 
send names and addresses, and th @ particulars of their debts or claims, to 
SES 4, sont tin, vie*. bb owy 7 “ 
‘or an ica upon the debts an 
NORTHUMBERLAND A bd adfdienting upon the —Creditors are required, 
oa or before April 3, io send their names and addresses, and the parti: of 
boy te ete to Se 76, Coleman st. ‘Thureda caw, Dew 34, of 
pny Soaring 2 qin~ the debts an: 
sen 2. dated March 14, Mite ieee Pm A indies uD > 
a was a e volun w 
be A company be continued. Hollams and Co, Mincing lane, solicitors for the 


SraNDAaRD Free Orrice, Lo«rrep.—Creditors required, on or before May 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the rticulars of their debts or claims, to 
Ernest Noel, M.P., Henry Douglas, and Edwin rz ~ 20, Change alley, Con 

Wednesday, May », at 12, is appointed for hearing an adjudicating 


[ Gazette, March 17.) 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LuxrTED In CHANCERY. 

Ence ~ aang ew we CorrToy SPINNING AND MANUFACTURING Geman, , LIMITED.— 
up, presented March 12, directed to be on | before Fox- 
io at Assize C Strangeways, Manchester, on Tuesday, 

at 10.20. Bi Ly. Co, Manchester, iicibors for the petitioner 
Company, Bacup, LiIMITED.— Petition for wind- 
ree She See to be heard she Manat patege Ho, Viee- 
Gilanecitor. ot the Asize Tor Weight, Dacus Bacup, couatter sr sates tee nates or 

> 80) ‘or the oners 
(Gazette, March 13.1 


Frarexvty Soctetrzs Dissorvep 
FPRIEsDLY Socrety, Grapes Hotel, Lissootien j Denbigh, March 


Stapleford, Nottingham. March 10 on Schookr / 
[ Gazette, March 13.} 
Nezew Tuorsrzy No. 1 eee Society or Women, King’s Head Inn, New 
Thornley, Durham. March 
(Gasette, March 17.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
Surgeon. April é. Badham v Twining, 


Balt Essex, 
u ius, Holton, Lancaster. Aprilé. Beardmore v Cork, Pearson, J. 
[ Gazette, March 6.1 


Northw: Nort: Req. March 2%. Carter v Carter, Bacon, 
co gem gt NP 
Atzxaypez, Union st, Islington. April 13. King v Banfill, Pearson, J. 


W Lépooln’s inn fields 
Guxzzsuitt, Bexsauix Curr Dover Gerernity, Puriton, Somerset, Esq. April 
© Bennett vy Sto dly, Chitty,J. Hnutchine, i Sirchin lane 
Savex, Dayrer, Norwich, Gent. March , Chiddick v Pearson, Bacon, V.C. 
Emerson, Norwich 
(Gazette, March 10.) 


Coorzz, Ricmazp, Chesterfield, Derby. March @. Coates v Key, Bacon, V 
{ Gasette, March 13.) 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Bracuats, James, Shrivenham, Berks, Pailder. Aprili. Todd and Co, Chancery 


Jamms Hovert, The Promenade, Acton. March %. Tilley, High rd, 
Becexas, Manchester, Gent. Aprilé. Sutton and Pilictt, 


Manchester 
posites’ 4 abbes,_ ar Sherborne, Dorset, Farmer. May 1. 
1g Weat Compre rt, 
es at a i bergtr it. ‘_Bioda and Co, vray’ ano | * aoa 


Kensington, Major tth 





D WILLIAM ABBOT, te, Ken qt May 1. Daniel, Ramsgate 
Gaaxe’ ALEXANDER Sai reek ona, May Captain in Royal Navy. 
April 19. Edmonds and Son. Totn 


HARDING, WILLIAM DanreEL, St Paul's Churchyard, Auctioneer. April 28. Lee 
and Co. St Paul’s ‘Churchys 
Basmotes, Se GEORG: ones, FF Pamoten Cotterell, Gloucestershire, Travelling Draper. 


HEWETT, , Epwan Geeanes, Sheffield, Engineer. March 31. Swift and Ash- 
ae. apn F , Lympsham, Somerset, Yeoman. April15. Smith and Son, 


Weston 

Hosss, JOnE, B Bristol, Gent. Aprili1. Mosely, 

r Elliot, Mancheste Gouee, Manchester, Wine a. March 28. Sutton and 
ott, Man 

Hutston, JOHN, Dirminghem, Timber Merchant. Aprili4. Cottrell and Son, 


Birmingham 
HURISTONE, FREDERICK BRADLEY, Peckham, Gent. March 28. Geare and Co, 
gizootn’s inn Selds Great Chishill, Essex, Gent. March 25. Wortham and 
SmpNEY " a f) an 
Nash, Roysto: 


mn 
- 5 se Little Bolton, Lancaster, Gent. April 8. Hinnell and Brown, 


Lavan, HENRY CHARLES, North villas, Camden sq, Gent. Aprilii. Rooks 
an 


McANDREWS, ELIZABETH REBECCA lane, Tee. May1. Wilson, Plymouth 
ce, Gr Gronoe, Thornhill, Bitterne, Sou: pton, Esq. Aprilis8. Finch and 
‘0, Gray’s inn 


MICKLEM, JOHN YY, Hurley, Berks, Gem. May1. Cooke, Wokingham 
Mux, Davip, Weston, Norfolk, Farmer. March28. Cooper and Norgate, East 


NEATE, Faame. Be Sprin mine. near Calne, Wilts. March 31. Henly, Calne 
| ee ane owbray, Beckenham, Kent. April 10. Stevens, Queen 


Aha ‘Feax CES, Mowbray, Beckenham, Kent. April 1¢. Stevens, Queen 

oria 8 

NEVE, Mary Louisa. Naples, a A April 10. Stevens Queen Victoria st 
ee to “ ord, No - , Esq, Q.C. April 15. Wake and Sons, 


ReaD, JOSEPH, Barcombe, Sussex, Retired Farmer. Aprili. Hillman, Lewes 
. DEVEY SAMUEL, ‘Aston juxta Birmingham, Gent. March 25. Rooke, 


gham 
SHEARMUR, ENOR, J Aum, Wheathamstead, Herts, Waterproofer. March 28. Saw- 
bridge and Son, Alderman’ 
ToMLINSON, WILLIAM, Matlock Bridge, Derbyshire, Grocer. March 21. Webster 
and Styrinug, Sheffield 
[ Gazette, March 3.)} 


Aut JosEPH, Ashton under Lyne, Commission Agent. May4. Hinde and 
ASHBY, Davi, Fenwick rd, Peckham. May 12. Moteand Son, Walbrook 
ATKINSON, a GEORGE, Upper Cicnenter pl, Esq. May 4. Turner, Lin- 
co. 
——\ Joun, Daw Devon, Builder. May 8. Pope, jun, Exete' 
D, ND, HENRY Jo YY JOHN YLEs, Cambridge. April14. Lee and _ Lin- 
= 8 
BOULTBEE, i Epwarp LEWEs, Leamington, Warwick, Esq. May 4. Fallows 
and Rider, Lancaster pl, Strand 
HEnnrerra, Hove, Sussex. April 10. Parker and Co, St Michael's 
Rectory, Cornhill 
Ossi , JosEPH, Arle, Cheltenbam, Gent. April16. Ticehurst and Sons, Chel- 


wy ie Wr.iiam, Compton Bishop, Somerset. March 30, Webster and Smith, 
idge 
mae Brew er WARD JANVERIN, Austin Friars, Solicitor, May 1. Tatham and Co, 
CK, amet ARD, Sheffield, Billiard Table Manufacturer. April17. Wake 
= Got Castle ct, ‘Sheffield 
VosrER, osteR, Rev J JOHN HN SMITH, Wivelsfield, Sussex, Clerk in Holy Orders. March 13. 


Powis, ih y Ama, Bodies ct, Pimli April 30. Burgoynes and Co 


st 
Glover, MatrHEw, Leeds, Engineer. May 1. Butler and Middlebrook, Leeds 
GotpsMiTH, MarTHa, Kidbrook, Kent. April16. Parker and Uo., St. Michael's 


Rectory , Cornhill 
Gunarsce, Jonny, Edgbaston, Warwick, out of business. April 18. Smith, 


Haxgpy, Hulme, Manchester. March 25. Whitworth, Manchester 
Hangis, Ginger , CoBB, Clifton, Bristol, Gent. Sort 25, Simmons and Co., 


HEsron, Josmrn ROWLAND, Halliwell, nr Bolton, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. 
Hoses, Joun, Bristol, Gent. April1. Mosely, Bristol 

HoveGuTon, CHARLOTTE, Norwich. A: 2. Keith and Co., Norwich 

JOHNSON. PHILLIP, Great Dunmow, Hesex, Builder. April & Wade and Co., 


Dunmow 
"Cook, Sanau, Rainford, Lancaster, Shopkeeper. April 4. Barrow and 





Helen’s 
Joums, MARIA MatTitpA, Lewisham, Kent. April 10. Hatton and Westcott, 


pa Cheadle, Chester. A: 11. Standring and Taylor, Rochdal 
Logam, Atexaxoun, Bootle, Lan Bag Fn April 10. Oliver and Co., 


Lovet. 4 Epwarp Bourne, Godshill, Isle of Wight, Barrister at Law. April 20. 
Mancvano, Supra A Manxta, Blenheim crescent, Notting hill. April 10. Robinson 


) d 
McGnercor, Henny ; Moray rd, Finsbury park, Plumber. April 17. 


Harman, King’s y Amey Coleman 
Mokrzirr, Francis, Leeda, Hay and Straw Dealer. Aprils. Harland, Leeds 


Oogxapmaw, Jonn, eve tind near Liverpool, Farmer. April 1. Whitley and 


Co, Liv: 
Ona, Goruann, Manchester, Hosier. A 12. 
OLsvin, ‘WiL11amM Ropert, Bedford fay '- Oe nan 1. ew, Bedford 


our, Joum, Cinderford, Gloucester, Shopkeeper. March. 10. Bradstock, 


PHILLIPS, SAMUKL, Colchester, Essex, Gent. April4. Wittey, Colchester 
Pickerr, MonwTaGUE JOSEPH, Re ze st, Bliversain April?, Jobneon and Co, 


PLatr, 5 me Hyde, Chester, Herbalist. April 21. Brownson, Hy 
Bega Ag hem mn 'Worcenter. 31, New and Co, , 
Frankfort on Main, Germany, Esq. May 4. 





ee mM, ing sea saperte, Cambridge, Retired Farmer, April 6. Wal- 
T. ace Axim, St John wt 1, Vegetable Ivory Turner. April 7. Taylor, Do 
ree Tie Southend, Kesex, Builder. April10. Brighten, Bishopsgate st 
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ind 
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TayLon, WILLIAM gener, Tavistock Hotel, Covent Garden. Aprili4. Lindsay 


Tomas, Bessa, Kepler r, Clapham. April17. Monckton and Co, Lincoln’s inn 
8 


i TF Pa ae Banden wedes Se” Bid Wt, 
bf mae oe Wiu1am, Aylmer st, Deptford, Blacksmith. May 20. Marshall, 
i ees Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, April 17. Nye and Co, Serjeants’ 
Waigur, Maky, Finebury park villas, Finsbury park. April14. Quiggin, Liver- 


(Gazette, March 6.] 





— 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


’ Leasehold Pro pot Nt am ety 4). set 
t 2 p.m., see adv en’ 
i far 95 i pont the Bwan Hotel, Vondeehaed at 3 p.m., Freehold 
uilding Land (see advertisement, March 14, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 


Lracu.—March 16, at 34, Elm-park-gardens, 8.W., the wife of Arthur F. Leach, 

barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Ram.—March 13, at 32, Oakley-square, N.W., the wife of Stephen Adye Ram, 
solicitor, 28, Red Lion-square, of twin boys. 

bar ee = pantech 3, 2, at Montreal, Canada, the wife of A. Dunbar Taylor, barrister, 
oT a son. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
—* March 13, 1885. 
G ORDERS. 
Armitage, William, —, Genseavesen. Huddersfield. Pet Mar 11. Ord 
Marit. Exam Apr 20 at 10 30 
Public Accountant. 


Austin, Benjamin George, Wool gy ey st, 
mee apie Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar 10. Apr 15 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s 
nn fie! 
ay Roweet, Windeor, Builder. Windsor. Pet Mar 9. Ord Mar9. Exam 
Tr 11 at 12 
Biew, Robert, Bromley, Engineeting Draughtsman. Cambridge. Pet Mar 9. 


Ord Mar9. Exam Mar 25 at 
Boulton, John Henry, Havant, _ ee Retired Assistant-Paymaster. Ports- 
vision Merchant. 


mouth. Pet Feb 25. Ord mae 11, Exam Mar 30 
Bown, Charles Henry Cullerne, King st, Hammersmith, Pro 
a Court. Pet Mar 11. Ord Mar 11. ” Exam Apr 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
Burgess, James, Clifton, Grocer. Bristol. Pet Marii. Ord Marii. Exam Apr 
Bit Ric aetGd Chtteron, Oumbridgeshre, Dental Surgeon. Oam- 
mn, a an es 
bridge. Pet Mar 9. Mar 9. 25 at 
Cempion, Henry, Nottingham, cout of business. ‘Nottingham. Pet Feb 25. Ord 
Mor9. Exam Apr 21 
Collyer, Arthur, Colville p), Whitfield st, Tottenham Court rd, Blacksmith. 
5 ub Court. Pet Marii. Ord Marii. Exam Apr 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
Orne, a , Salisbury, Builder. “aca Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar ii. Exam 
r 10 at 12 
Dennis, Sobers $Doyiey, , Sherringham, N: Beinn oy | Norwich. Pet Mar 5. 
Ord Mar Deis at 12 a¢ Bbirehall ich Castle 
Dobson, Richard, pee e! > "Geen t Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Mar 


xam Mar 1 
Dorri m, R. A., and H. Dorri A , Lancashire, Wine Merchants. 
ayenn’ ellen ‘Koleeen coal Joshua iraee denen, tive tenn, Sediiinm, 
ovans, ntho’ an ua omas Jones, 
Dangers. h Court. “Pot Mar?7. Ord Mar9. Exam Apr 2% at nti at 34, Lin- 
ns inn 
Gcrle, William Joseph, Whatcote, W arwickshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. Ban- 
bury. Pet Mar 9. Ord Mar 9. bare a 
Greenleaf, John Clarke, Enottingly, Yorks Tailor, Wakefield. Pet Mar 9. 
Ord Mar9, Exam Apr 16 
Hommens. . Thomas, Gosport, Hampshire, Clothier. Portsmouth. Pet Mar 10. 
= John Joseph, General Post Office, Assistant tendent in Intelli- 
ce Departunent. Court, Pet Feb it, Ord Mee ih Eeom ape sat 
1 fi at 84 pancche s inn fields 


Howe, William, erie terr, Hendon, Grocer, Sunderland. Pet Mar 9. Ord 


ar 1 
Hiviec, John, 8, Paperhanging Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet Mar 9% Ord 
Exan Mar 31 atil 
Tntebinson, Ann, Leeds, Tripe Dealer. Leeds. Pet Feb 98, Ord Mar 10, Exam 
ar 
Huxley, Frederick William, Mare st, Hackney, eesemonger, High Court. Pet 
Mar 10. Ord. Mar 10. Exam Apri Bt at 11 pt 8, Linco hn ids 
Jones, by ap Leicester, Milliner. Pet Mar 9, Ord Mar 9. 
xam Apr 15 a 
ea ery Nottingham, Railway Clerk. Nottingham, Pet Mari. Ord 
Kn pate, Seo mAs Mt Green rd, Saddler, High Court. Pet Mar9. Ord 
Mar 9. Exam A\ Apr 16 at 11.90 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 
Levy, Ari Armand, Goswell rd, India Rubber Merchant. H Court, Pet Mar 11. 
elmsford. Pet Feb 


Exam Apr 16 at 11 .80 at 84, Lincoln’s inn 
Lin, ngwood, | Samuel oe ave , Builder. 
Ord Mar?. Exam 
Marshal William John, Budge, “Kcont, Builder. Canterbury. Pet Mar 9. Ord 
ar 10, 


Exam Mar 27 
Mawby, George, Leloester, Saddler, Leicester. Pot Mar 11. Ord Mav ii, Exam 


wane ie 
ercer, Willan _ Warrington, Lancashire, Hamper Maker, Warrington. Pet 
Exam ‘Mar wat 


2 7 
Midleton, Robert Ciliony je, Li pol, Gabinet Maker, Li 
feos Exam Mar 23 abiiat Court house, Go S moeiiine Vato 








a 
Ke 





Ohren, George Albert, Birmingham, Clothier. Birmingham. Pet Mar9. Ord 


"Exem Apr 10 st 2 
Pate a John Urordec, Bootmaker. Croydon. Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar 10. 


Exam Aj -— 
John and William Fexighive, 
w Henry, me Hoary Deere. 2 
11 


lane, F: Retin rpabyie 
l4at 12 Lincoln’s inn 
Great Gh Tailors. Great Grimsby. 


Mar 9. Exam Mar25 at 11, at Townhall Great 
rary. Agehan, N Printer. Nottingham. Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10. 


‘Thomas, Henry, Falmouth, Coal Merchant. Truro. Pet Mar 9. Ord Mar 9. 


Exam Apr 1 at 11.30 
Glamorganshire, Builder. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 10. 
Ord Mari0. Exam Mar 31 at2 


eaaeneeinS “the London Gasette of Mar 10,1 that published in 

Boye Seo Legian Genstte of Ee © Se. an 
oo” Gnd Mar onan Mar 96 at ? at Guildhall, Bury St. Edmunds 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 


London Gazette of Feb. 3, 1885. 
Vallentin, Oscar F ortjumberign’ ates, Fenchurch st, Gan Meschant. 
High Court. 


‘erdinand, No 
Pet Jan 14. Ord Jan 29. Exam 
Mow yond J are Oe are de Vee Vale, ately Gold Boater. High Court. 

rew 

P Bee ther 0 ck ts ob tn, Limoctn’s tae 

Fist MEETINGS. 

Armitage, William, Huddersfield, Greengrocer. Mar 25 atii. Official Receiver, 
Now ee Hud uddersfield 
Atkinson, Walter (sep estate), Great Grimsby, Tailor. Mar 21 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 3, Haven st, Great 
Bers SES eee, , Engineering Draftsman. Mar 23at3. Angel Inn, Bunt- 
Boyce, von jun, Worlington, Suffolk, Farmer. Mar 26 at 12. The Guildhall, 
Bu James, Clifton, Grocer. Mar 25 at 12.30. Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, 


Burton, Sanford, Chesterton, Cambri Dental Surgeon. Mar 23 at 
12. iver, 5, Cury, Cam 
Ciyshoen, Fenn Ad Wine Merchant. April 1 at 2. Station 


Hi 
Cees Sane eaeend, Rinsintent, cub i Samia, Mar 23 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
oak, Lingala int wv Danes oa ,Compositor. Mar 23at3. 33, Carey 
Dobson, Richard, ae Sag Poe, Cee Mar 23 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Tetlieaiens tome ‘ewcastle on Tyne 
Deseo, See Ni “Ng = ee Victualler. Mar 20 at 1. 
Deion, Seiutrer Exchange wall N Nottingham, Joiners. Mar 20 at12. 
a no Mar 20 at 2. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Edwards, W: igi, Flintshire, Grocer’s Manager. Mar 20 at 2. Official 
Stoke Canna, Devonshire, Widow. Mar 2 at 11. Official 
Receiver, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Yorkshire, Tailor. Mar 20 at 2. Official 


Grocuion’. ver, Southgate chbre, WakeBdld 
He een Baron’s Court rd, . wet Eeminote, Coomiaten Agus. 


23 at 11. yaw 2 dy 

Ee Le Congres Canonbury, Cabdriver. Mar 20 at 2. 33, Carey st, 
Alex, Gt Marlow, Buckinghamshire, , " 
a a) Coffeehouse Keeper. April § at 11 
Hughes, John, Nevin, Carnarvonshire, Grocer. Mar 23 at 3. Queen's Head Cafe 
Fqgeee, Ont, iat ot Peake. Sto Guate. Mar 20 at12. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Jones Robert W. ynn, Leicester, Milliner. Mar 23 at 3. Official Receiver, Friar 
Marsh, John, address unknown, no occupation. Mar 20 ati. The Bear Hotel, 
spate aetonany Mar 27 at 2. 32, St George's st, 
Mavroguniato, Eman Antonio, Rehneare & Within, Merchant. Apr 13 at 2. 

ee eee ie +1 


— . Mar? at S. Official Receiver, 3, Friar 
ong: George Al Birmingham, Clothier. Mar &% at 3. Official Receiver, 
Whitehall chbrs, 


row, Birmingham 
Raheem Seem Bow lane, Agent Maras st 1. SS te Tees The Sovines Bank, 


ares Heerminaton ra, Kensington, Binchemith. Mar 33 at 1. 33, Carer 


ct Ew Sr REAIeS Bee onie tne Meee 
Ry A . Mar? at 10, 32, St. George's st, Canter- 


SE Retin Mar 2t at 3 Official Receiver, 2, 


rae Sin eee A4gqnand Vieteniien. Mar 33 at 
: erpech an Official Receiver, M4, 


‘ood: oofe ter, Harrow ri, Provision Merchant. Mar 3s 
. ¥ , Tailor, Stare ot ts se, Odnetel Receiver, 2, Haven 


gan. estate), and Walter A) 
_— enry (sep = tkinson, Gt Grimsby, Tailors. Mar 2i 
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ADJUDICATIONS. 
A Benjamin George, Coleman st, pn a High Court, Pet Mar 10. 
10 


Ord 
Black, David, Carlisle, Innkeeper. Carlisle. Pet Feb5. Ord Mar 10 
4 ye hemecrmend Engineering Draftsman. Cambridge. Pet Mar 9. Ord 


a al Sarah, Mirfield, Yorkshire, Grocer. Dewsbury. Pet Mar 6. Ord 

‘ar 

B Sanford, Cambri Dental m. Oam- 

eepem, Heery Gent State, \dgeshire, Surgeo. 

re Joseph, Tae to n, Cornford, Ma Masia } ox Builders. T bridge 
ohn ers. Ton 

Wells. Pet Feb 23. Ord Ma: 


Dem en younger, Wallington, Surrey, no occupation. Croydon. Pet 


Dec 31. 5 
W. Neilson, Ch: ide. Court. Pet Dec 31. Ord Mar9 
, George, Markyate st, Herts, Ironfounder. St Albans. Pet Feb 19. 
Mar7 


Griffiths, William, Tonypandy, nr Pontypridd, Saddler. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 


4. Ord Mar7 
Harford, Andrew Thomas, Lowther Arcade, Strand, Dealer in To h 
Court. Pet Jan 15. Ord Mar 11 z 7 


ss , Albert ey. Romford, Essex, Rent Collector. Chelmsford. Pet Feb 
eananin a, Wolverhampton, out of business. Wolverhampton. Pet 
Gateshead, Durham, Draper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Feb 26. 


Horsley, John, Gat 
Ord 
st Frederick aa, Mare Hackney, Cheesemonger. High Court. 
~ Tunstall i a ae ¥i cian F ig Kingsto: 
in Hol or! ‘armer. m w 
Hull. Pet Jan 10. Ord Mar a _ 
Alexander, Cannon is Machinery Merchant. High Court. Pet Dec 
17. Ord March 11 


Marlet, Evrard Henri J: Ay Buckingham Palace rd, Fancy Goods Dealer. High 
Martin, Henry Samtcl, W i. Wasleandnte, Giimssstasitiien, ab ot Ys Chel 
e) l- 

a bi nae ou out of business. 
een. 5 Robert Gillespie, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker. Liverpool. Pet Mar 10. 

*Pawin, Leicester, Tailor. Leicester, Pet Feb16. Ord Mar9 
Norris, , Rattray rd, Brixton, Carpenter. High Court. Pet 
Jan 2%. Ord Mar il 
sont Matthew Henry, Rochdale, Lancashire, Painter. Oldham, Pet Feb 23. 
yer datie a SF se inten oes sent een: icons 
Arti 

Court. Pet Feb 17 Marc! anes en ne se3 
, oan, Swansea, Prisoner ~1 Cardiff, Swansea. Pet Feb 27. Ord 
Whart Ci Timber Merchant. Court. 

Popbie, Robert Sows, rd, City rd, High 


Sher Spirit Merchant. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Jan 23. 


Richardson, J b Webater, h st, Hop Merchants. 
Siegen, and comh We Borough High st, Pp 
ly by TL a Pet Feb 18, Ord March 11 
John, —— Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Blackburn. Pet 
anne. Ord March 
Skinner, James Richard, Ewhn ber, Huddorst ~~ Sy A 
| a dersfield. ‘eb 2. Ord rch 9 
Steel William — Swansea, M cal Engineer. Swansea. Pet Feb 6. 


bg => ky ~ as James, Burdett ri, Mle End, Coal Merchant. High Court. 


Taylor, Exeter, Coachbuilder. Exeter. Pet Feb -. Ort Mepeh 20 
Terry, Arthur, Nottingham, Printer. N -) et *2 Ord March 10 
Thompson, ° ewcastle on ay Merchants 

Pet March 3. March 10 


Newcastle on 
, nr Dewsbury, Blanket Raiser. Dewsbury. Pet 


Tolson, Ratcliff, 
March 3. Ord March 10 
bert Stage, Mey House, Chiswick, Carpet Ware- 
High Court. Pet Jan 2%. Ord March 10 
So Pet Sept 17. Ord 


be — George, Gosport, Bootseller. 


Wires corm Sete sretamotin, Theatrical Lessee. Wolverhampton. 
Wilson, Richard orth Shiel: Northumberland, C 
_ , med Henry, =. os sa : Chemist. Newcastle 
ohn Shooter’s Hill Kent, censed Victualler. Greenwich. 
wees Pet 10 wy 
, James bury, Acrated Water Manufacturer. Shrews- 
bary. Jan 2. ONT eis 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
a apy Fairburn, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Wakefield. Adjud Nov 


TUESDAY, Lay = 17, we. 


gansditch, aon Fancy Warehouseman. High Court. 
a On ne Exam Apr 22 at 11 at 24, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ee Regis, Do > or Dorchester. Pet 


Mar iz é . 
Ord cA ee ee eee ants "eb, Domnaster 


—_ Merchant. Birmingham. Pet Mar 
BoE  csast Walsall. Pet Mari2. Ord Mar 


Andronicos, © 

pa ty ae 

1%, agen Mae 90 1 

or Ses bane Zs at 2 a Court Huse, Laton ; 

Bowen, anv filam John Bowen, Skewen, ur } pleatin, Glam 

Tena Seat © Neath. Pet Mar 2. Ord Mar 12. Exam ae 10.0) ab 

Waswid 

Bates’ Repets, Shar i ; tomy Be kehire, Political Agent. Warwick. 

Wessasterdhien, 


ier a, a 
serge, 


Clerk. emer: Pet Maria. Ord 


ins in el Court. Pet 
haw are Aienka Merchante., 
%. Ord Mar 1. ey Apr % at 1 at 
, Yorkshire, Grocer, Dewsbury. Pet Mar 12. Ord 
Newport and Byde. Pet Mar 12 


, Or VRE. 5 
ah 10 wt Ve Newport 
, Ventnor, . Newportand Ryde, Pet 
cli dtl Was Bate 
i 6 , . Kingston upon 





ay Pet Mar13. Ord Mari3. Exam Apr 20 at 2 at Court House, Townhall, 
Fowier, Sarah, Badlesmere Lees, Kent, Grocer. Canterbury. Pet Mari3. Ord 


13. Exam Mar 27 
Garner, 8: Egremont, Cheshire, Milk Dealer. Birkenhead. Pet Mar 13. 
Ord Bae to owen Mar 
Gibson, Joseph, Windermere, Westmoreland, Plasterer. Ketel, Pet Mar 10. 
Gooding, J a Nich if a6 S08 Cour in Semis’ te Pp -~¥ th. Pet 
ames antag, iar id . Po ow 'e 
colgem, Predasit 6 


ord, Essex, Saddler. Chelmsford. Pet Mar 
14. Exam Apr 13 yy 1 
Goodwin, Jal John Slater, nm, Cheshire. Farmer. Macclesfield. Pet Mar4. 


Exam 23 
Graham, Chios Ed Wakefield, Yorkshire, Cet Clerk in West Riding 
Registry of Deeds. Pet Mar 11. Ord Maril. Exam — 16 
Graham, John, Carlisle, lumber. Pet Mar 14. Ord Mar 1 
Mar 30 at 11.30 at Court oo Carlisle 


Harvey, Thomas, Bournemouth, soddics. Poole. Pet Mar 14. Ord Mar 14. 
April 1 at 1 at 2 at the Townhall, P: 

field, Fruit ot Sheffield. Pet Feb 25. Ord Mar 12. 
ae George, Ventnor, Licensed Victualler. Newnort and Ryde. Pet 

Exam April 8 at 10 at Townhall, N ' 
ston — Henry, De Depttords Kent, Tailor. Geawa F Pet Mar 12. Ord 
r 
Lawia, ye Hartford, C elite Commission Nantwich and Crewe. 
Pet Mari2. Ord Mar Ne Exam April 8 at 12 at 
Luff, om Thomas Baker, The Retreat, W: urne st, Pimlico, Carver. High 
Ord Mar 13. Exam April 28 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Walton a Physician. Kin, m, Surrey. Pet Mar 


Ord Mar 11 10 at 8.30 
McKay, J toy: Bicegness, en ean Builder. Boston. Pet Feb28. Ord Mar 


2ati1 
‘Joka Hanbury, Bolehall, Warwickshire, Corn Merchant, Birmingham. 
Ord Mar 12. Exam April 14 
iffe, Tom, Milnsbridge, near Hhddarstiela, Commission Weaver. Hudders- 
Pet Mar 13. Ord 13. Exam April 20 at 10.30 
Norton, Jd ry Darlin ne Greengrocer. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 
ar 1 Ord 


March 20 
7 Hotel Keeper. Bangor. Pet Mar 
arwickshire, Farmer. Birmingham. Pet 


illiam, rd, t ufacturer. High Court. Pet 
14. Ord Mari4. Exam April 23 ‘at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lr Brampton, Cumberland, Boot Maker. Carlisle. Pet Mar 13. 
Exam Mar 30 at 11 at Court House, Carlisle 
Robinson, mt. Penistone, — Butcher. Barnsley. Pet Marii. Ord 
Mar 12, Exam Mar 26 at 11.30 
—- hb pg Mme Provision Merchant. Carlisle. Pet Mar 


t. 
yal Hotel, Crewe 
estbo 
‘et Mar 2. 





Mar 26 at 12 at Court House, Carlisle 
Rébinsos, snes, eo} Te , Commercial Clerk. | Stockton on Tees and 
r=) a 2 “Cc rpuengemlainguretenppar 
Seare, J one Wilton iner bs 24, Lincoln's tn High Court, Pet Feb 14. Ord 
—_ nose Contes’, re i Manufacturer. Greenwich. Pet Jan 30. 


ES) henson, Clement, Birtl > Reshems, Blackantth. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
12, Ord Mar 12. oes Deer * on 
Maker. Liverpool. 


Stewart, John Barr, Bootle cum slices, Lancashire, Boiler 
ah OS Ord Maris. 3 + Mar 26 at 12 at Court House, Government 
me wiheater ti al Winchester. Pet Mar 14. Ord Mar 
Snow, 


Victoria st, Li 
ioe , Confecti . Wi Pet Mar 14. Ord Mar 14. 
Exam April 5 


Ome. Berne Rovdon ssex, Ship prokeep Clerk. Bemonten, Pet Mar 13, 
Rez don, Es 17 at 1 at Court House, Edmon’ 
Stumble, Hicheod i Mole Crocker, Liverpool, “Bhipbroker. , Pet Mar 
Mar 12. Exam Mar 26 at 11.30 at Court house, Government bldgs, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 
Taylor, Thomas, Barnard Castle. My neg § Grocer. Stockton on Tees and 
borough. Pet Feb27. Ord Mar 13 20 

Tinsmith. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


13. Pxam jumberiand, 


at it recon, General Draper. Newtown. Pet Mari2. Ord 
irstall, Leicestershire, Gentleman. Leicester. Pet Feb 26. 


operates 
Ih Morecombe, East hire, General Draper. 


Tummon, J Brent, Somersets 
Bridgwater. eoph Movend Ord Mar 18, Ex Ganon Mas ab 11” Hull mis eevan, 

Kingston upon Kingston upon ar 
zam Apr 20 at ¢ at Court hotse, Townhall, Hul , 
Winder, David Horatio, P Lancashire, Carver. Salford. Pet Mar 12. 
2. Exam Mar 2 at 11 


The following Amended Notice is oubationsed for that published in the 
‘eb 10. 
John Charles, hill, Berkshire, Boot Man Kingston 
= Pet Sept 25, art: bo maby wer 
) Aiver, Brighouse, 


ov,and 2% at 3. itute, Crossley st, 

Allen, Sevant “peg allen, Grocer, Mar 2 at 3, Official Receiver, 100, 

a George, Weymouth, Dorsetshire, Butcher. Mar 26 at 1. Antelope 

Andrews, J: Berwick st Middjesex, Wine Merchant. Mar 27 at11, Bank- 
‘ortugal st, in’s inn fields 

—, icholas George, Birmingham, Merchant, Mar 27 at 11 Official 

Bevan, Satiuel, Cannock, Staffordshire, Clerk. Mar 27 at 9,0 Official Recetver, 


Brittain, William, Maygrove 0 Za. Kilburn, Builder, Mar 26 at 3, Bankruptcy 
neoln’# 


Snow 
14. Exam 


Ih oat, heat, 





farther 
AULs 








a : Ei johny a 0 Batley, Yorkshire, Dyers. Mar 26 at 11. Official Receiver, 

» roel , out of business. Mar 24 at 2, Official Receiver, 
oni ftea Wi som, Jancashize, Timber Merchaut, Mar 27 at 2, Offi- 
Contes Schoolmaster, Mar 2% at 11. 


11. Official Rocotyer, Salis- 





ona James a Stowe’ a ants th 


a 


cine sees 


Zen 


a Bee Bee eyes we 92, 


addad 


an «nxn en bt oe CUM (CU Cette +h 
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Crowther, 2 > Batley, Yorkshire, Grocer. Mar 26 at 3. Official Receiver, 
Bank ch 


Daish, Olives sandown, Pie of Wight, Greengrocer. Mar 24at 11.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, Newport, Isl a 
Dennis, Robert Doyley sh _ ham, Norfolk, Farmer. Mar 28 at 12. Official 


Drudge, Ann, and Enoch Wheeler, Ventnor, Builders. Mar 26 at2. Chamber of 

Bn Belonin Ath d Joshua Thomas Jones, Rye lane, Peckham, 
n ntho ’ i oshua omas on e, 

Fancy Drapers. Mar 27st 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st. Lincoln’s inn 


Fulkner, Louis, Beretors s mi, Bayswater. Mar 27 at 2. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 


Fisher, Bev Beverley, Yorkshire, Chemical Manure Manufacturer. 
7 at2. The Hail A ull Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bine 





endal 

oodwin, John Glater, fa aint — Cheshire, Farmer. Mar 27 at 11. Official Re- 

ceiver, 33, King ward st eld 

les, Edward, Wakefield. Yorkshire, Chief Clerk in West Riding 

a 2# of Deeds. Mar 24 at2. Official Receiver, Southgate chbrs, Southgate, 
e! 


—- James, Brighton, Bootmaker. Mar 25 ns 12. Official Receiver, 39, 
mn n. 
Howe, William, Sunderland, Grocer. Mar 25 at 12. Law Society’s chbrs, 32 
John st, Sunderland 
Hubbard, Hemtio, Leather lane, Holborn, Baker. Mar 26 at 2. 33, Carey st, 
coln’s inn 
Hyk — Thomas, Am Bucktaghensiien, Farmer. Mar 26 at 3. Bank- 
neey. bid a fs st, tee Linea inn fi 
Relghtiey, Ibert, Nottingham, Railway Clerk, Mar 24 at 12. Official Receiver, 


No 
Kem, Bristow, Sheffield, Fruit Salesman. Mar 26 at 3, Official Receiver, Figtree 
ne, 
wis, Arthur, David Bowen, and William John Bowen, Skewen, nr Neath, Iron- 
mongers. Mar26at11. Official Receiver, Bristol 
Losey ¥ by pm’ Geo: ae ge LW., Licensed Victualler. Mar 25 at 11.30. 
ftic ver. 

Tipewood, James ermal, ‘Southend, Builder. Mar 26 at 11. The Public Hall, 
——— Charles soup, Suastne New Town, Essex, Carman. Mar 26 at 12. 
33, Carey st, Lincoin’ 
Masten, ohn at OE , Warwickshire, Corn Merchant. April 2 at 3. 

ver 
Mercer, William, arrington, Lancashire, Hamper Maker. Mar 26 at2. Official 
ene ty 2, Cairo st arrington 
pad ohn, hn, Stoke on Trent, Builder. Mar 31 at 10. Official Receiver, Nelson pl, 


under Lym 
Norteliff Tom, Milnsbridge nr Fudduapelt, Commission Weaver. Mar 27 at 3. 
Offi ver, New st, Huddersfi 
Norton, John, Darlington, Durham, Gescdekien. Mar 26 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Staffordshire, Farmer. Mar 25 at 11. Official 


8, 

Pardow, Will Henry, W: 

Receiver, B 

<; 7 Francis, Penistone, Yorkshire, Butcher. Mar 25 at 11.30. The Court 
ouse, 











Robinson, Isaac, Shap, Westmoreland, Provision Merchant. Mar 20 at 2.30. 
Official + ~Sy- er st, Carlisle 

Robinson, James, vidal dlesborough, Clerk. Mar 26 at 11.30, Official Receiver, 8, 
Albert Middlesborough 


Tigstente, Morgan, Ferndale, Glamorganshire, Fireman. Mar 26 at 12. Official 
iver, 
Coma. Abraham Jacob Wolf, Liverpool, Firewood Manufacturer. Mar 25 at 3. 
fficial Receiver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Soarls Samuel, St Austell, Cornwall, Builder. Mar 24 at 2. Official Receiver, 
Boscawen st, Truro 
Gpenee, Blakey, Halifax, Top Maker. Mar 25at 11. Official Receiver, Town- 
, Halifax 


Stephenson, Cle Clement, Birtley, D Blacksmith. or 26 at 2.30. Official 

Receiver, nn, Wi chbrs, Westgate: rd, eae on 
Taylore, hel ley ley onehummberiend, Tinsmith. T 26 at 3. Official Re- 
. ‘Mar 26 at 1. Official Receiver, 


cei Newcastle on 
Thomas, porn Teri Beeotndaiee, Draper 

Llanidloes, mpccmeryehire 
Ihomas, Miles, Llantrisant, Glamorganshire, Builder. Mar 24 at 12. The Court 
Townsend, George, Birstall, Leicestershire, Gent. Mar 26 at 12.30. Official Re- 


ceiver, Se lane, Leicester 
illiam Henry, West Mersea, Essex, Innkeeper, Mar 25 at 11. Town- 


ester 
Turner William, Kingston on Hull, Tailor. Mar26 ati. Official Receiver, Park 


Wilkinson, Samuel, tag TT Yorkshire, Cashier. Mar 25 at 4. Mechanics’ 
Waite, Crossley 
Winder, David Hioratic, io, Pendleton, Lancashire, Carver, Mar 25 at 11.80. Court 
house, Encombe ford 

Wood, Albert, W Whitechapel rd, Victualler, Mar 26 at1, 38, Carey st. Linooln’s 
inn 


Wooster, William, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Miller. Mar 24 at 2.90. Bear Ho 
Maidenhead a 


The following amended notice is substituted ey that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 27, 1885. 
Bagness, John Charles, Sunninghill, Berks, Bootmaker. Mar % at 12. 28 and 29, 
St Swithin’s lane 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
Armitage, William, Huddersfield, Greengrocer, Huddersfield, Pet Mar 11, Ord 
Bevan, Samuel, Cannock, Staff ordahize, Clerk. Walsall. Pet Mar fp Ord Mar 18 
Bray y dred. oar, Green - Bt Albans. Pet Jan 23, Ona tar 1 
Bright, Malachi, Fovant, W tshire, btm Salisbury. Pet Feb 27 Ord 
Broake, John, and Co, Batley, Yorkshire, Dyers, Dewsbury. Pot ‘Mar 7 


Butterworth, James, Micklehurst, _ machite, Figanal Finisher. Ashton under 
Layne ds bridge, Pot Fob as. Ord 1 
Thomas a Brough, near Hope, Derbyshire, Farmers, 


Shoflield, Pot Feb 14, Ord Mar 
Crowther, Joseph, Batley, Yorkshire, Grocer, Dewsbury. Pot Mar 12, Ord 


Daish, Shiver, Sandown, Iale of Wight, Greengrocer, Newport and Ryde, Pet 
Denia i mower ley, Shorringham, Norfolk, Farmer, Norwich. Pot Mar 5, 


Field, Wi 
eld, Ta ile aoe Everton, Musical Instrument Dealer, Liverpool, Pet 


Linen Draper, Halifax. Pot Fob 26, Ord Merch 13 





Pilling, and Edward Padiham, Lanca- 

afters So se attics Baritlind, Posterer. Opt Barc tt ot March 10. 

Marct Pet 
Goodwin, John = Salter, Siddington, Cheshire, Farmer. Macclesfield. 

Ee High Court. Pet Dec 5. 


Ramsgate, House Decorator. Canterbury. Pet Feb20. Ord 
Lacey, Walter George, Ventnor, Licensed Victualler. Newport and Ryde. Pet 


March 11. Ord 
Jan 30. "Chas a a _ 
an 
Laghin, John Daniel, Remegete, General Dealer. Canterbury. Pet March 4. Ord 
Som, John Kanzy, , Deptford, Kent, Tailor. Greenwich. Pet March 12. Ord 
1 
Lewis, Arthur, Artford, Cheshire, Commission Agent. Nantwich and Crewe. 
Pet 12. Ord March 
Hinchifffe, ‘Kirkburton, nr Huddersfield, Tailor. Hudders- 
field. Pet Feb 27. Ord Mar 13 
Megenell, Weems Jota, Bridge, Kent, Builder. Canterbury. Pet Mar 9. Ord 


Mtns, os Lincolnshire, Builder. B Boston. Pet Feb 28. Ord Mar i4 
MoKay ita “Warrington, Lancashire, Hamper Maker. Warrington. Pet 


Mar 11. Wout Grd ther ts 
Pustow, William Henry, Packwood, Warwickshire, Farmer. Birmingham. Pet 
Parker, te Newcastle on Tyne, Merchant. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Feb 
7. Ord Mar 


° 14 
erkins, Thomas Walker, Chepstow, Mon, Late Innkeeper. Newport, Mon. 
Pet Feb 25. Ord Mar 12 
- Abraham, Burton crescent, Easton 2d, Jeweller. High Court. Pet 
16. Ord Mar 12 
Rowlan lands, Morgan, Ferndale, Glamorganshire, Fireman. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 
il. Mar 
pent ee te. ae Greenwich. Fut Fob 3 0 Ord Mar 
x 6. Ond Mar 10 
Smith, Frank’ Sam perenne, Kent, Baker. Canterbury. Pet Mar % 


mn. 

Stewart, John Barr, 
Ord Mar 14 

Thomas, Miles, Llantrissant, Glamorganshire, Builder, Pontypridd. Pet Mar 10. 


Turner, William, Sheffield, Fruit Merchant. i Pet Feb 2%. Ord Mar 12 
Bee "a Kingston, Surrey. Pet Feb 13. 


wet William, Shefficld, out of business. _——" Pet Feb 27. Ord Mar 13 
joan Horatio Pendleton, Lancashire, Carver. Salford. Pet Mar 12. 


"Seen gg cc et 
roe John, the, younger, Worlington, Suffolk, Farmer. Bury St Edmunds. 
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£310s. per Cent. LOAN 


OF THE 


COMMISSIONERS OF SEWERS OF THE 
CITY OF LONDON 


FOR 
£1,000,000, 


In DEBENTURES TO BEARER for 20 Years, subject 
to Annual Drawings at Par. 


Authorized to be raised under the powers of the said 
Commissioners, and the “ Local Act, 1875.” 





Minimum Price of Issue, £96 per Cent. 





THE ‘HE GovmENon AND COMPANY OF THE BANK OF 
ive notice that they are authorized on 
behalf of e Commissioners of Sewers of the City of 
London to ghee on on Tuesday, the 24th instant, 
Tenders for £1,000,000 34 per = Debentures for 20 
years, expiring 15th March, 1905, secured upon the 
Sewers and Consolidated Rates I leviable b: e said 
Commissioners in the City of London and Liberties. 


The Interest will be payable half-yearly, on_the 
15th March and i5th ———, at the Bank of Eng- 
Jand, by coupens attached to the Debentures. The 
first coupon will be payable on the 15th September 
next, an will be for a full Half-year’s Interest. 


os Detenies il bac tes a 
, and £100, vely, and wi repaid by 
means of a Sinking Fund, to be applied annually by 
as provided by the ** Local Loans Act, 
_, in such amounts as will secure their redemp- 
tion in Pa oh years. The first Drawing (of about 
—* bentures) will take place in the month of 
1886, an with subsequert Drawings, will 

be duly notified ty blic Advertisement. 


The of the Loan will be applied in the re- 

dem Ses Saas amounting to £600,000, 

been contracted at higher rates of 

Interest, go in effectin g im Improvements now in pro- 
gress in the City of Lon 


The Security of the Loan is fa aptienaliy ample. 
The Rateable Value of the Ci London is now 
£3,623,133, having greatly faatenl soning, the last 
half century, as appears from the following figures :— 


Rateable Value, 1831... ... £797,904 
“ » 1861 v ~£1,801,160 
és aaa * Ss . £2,476,616 
a » 1881 .. ... £3,508,085 
o » 108... ... £8,698 138 


The existing Loans chargeable on the said Rates 
amount to £1,591,041, including the £600,000 to be ex- 
tinguished by the present Loan. 


Tenders may be for the whole or any part of the 
Debentures, and must state what amount of money 
will be given for every £100 of Debentures. Tenders 
including fractions of a shilling other than 
will not be accepted. Tenders are to be 
ered at the Chief Cashier’ 8 Office of the Bank of 
bet. _Tuesda: 


The minimam price, below which no ‘uaneng will be 
accepted, has been fixed at £96 per cen 


A deposit of five per cent. on the amount of the 
Debentures tendered for must be paid at the same 
Office at the time of the delivery the tender, and 
the deposit must not be enclosed in the Sapte. Where 
no allotment is made the deposit will be returned, 
end in case of partial allotment the balance of the 
deposit will be applied towards the first instalment. 


In the event of the receipt of tenders for a larger 
amount of Debentures than that to be 
Se eveant ol ie tenders at 
the lowest price d will be subject to a pro rata 








i 


‘ts on account 
of the Loan will te cine pm oy ‘ollows :— 

Ou Fassiey, 14th April, 1885, 5, somuch of the amount 
pon gh A, five "Po dg "(Sterting) to | iam 
-five Poun 
be paid for each hundred pounds of Debentures. . 

On Tuesday, 20th June, 1885, £25 per cent. ; 

On Tuesday, 4 August, 1885, £25 

On Tuesday, 8th September, it Bp i 

She ieetctmente may bo paid in or after the 
14th April, 1685, under edi Ay aDoghe soe 
cent. per annum. In case of Cameaks & Che peganen 


ot instalment at ite peepee date, the it and 
fcadenente previously paid will be liable to depoalt and 


Serip certificates to bearer will be issued in ex- 
aeatg rent receipts. 
© tender will ye on te lesa the 
cre ed ye phy ~dhy? Bo ner 


of England: oa. Maullens, Mas Mar- 
fOn, innd as the Chamberlain Othe Oftice, Crulldball, 
Baye oF ExoLaxp, 9th March, 1666. 


il 


PUBLIC DEBT OF NEW ZEALAND. 


Co dnaien of £5,772 NEW ZEALAND 
OVERNMENT FIVE PER CENT. CONSOLS. 
“he Governor and Company of the peek of Eng- 
land GIVE NOTICE that, cn_ behalf of the Agents 
appointed by the Governor of New Wealandin Council, 
a, the New Zealand Consolidated Stock Act, 
877, the Amendment Act, 1881, and the Consolidated 
Francis Dillon Bell, K.C.M. Bus 
d Julyan, KOM. C.B.), 
they are authorized to ie holders of the Deben- 
tures of the above Loan to bringin their me 
for conversion on the eee terms, viz. : 
Tonnes of such “Deben- 


amount, bearing interest at the rate of 5 per cent. per 
annum for seven years, from 15th April, ow to 15th 
April, 1892, when it will be converted into £107 New 
Zealand Four Cent. Consolidated Stock, inscribed 
at the Bank o: er Cent. which will rank pari passu 
‘ent. Consolidated S alrea: 

d redeemable at par on the ist 
of November, = 

Applications for Conversion will be received up to 
on, by ril next, inclusive. 

terest upon the New Debentures will be 
payable by Coupons =S the same manner as upon the 
onsol Debentures, viz., 15th January, 15th April, 
15th July, and 15th October, at the Bank of Ex jand, 
the ae Coupon being for the dividend due 15: July 
nex 

Consol Debentures, from Me ge the ae — due 15th 
April next must be di ed, may be at 
the Chief Cashier’s Office, Bank o England. f for ex- 
change on or Wednesday next, the 11th inst. 
They must bear all Coupons a to that due 
15th April next, and must be left three clear days for 
examination. ts will be given for the Deben- 
tures deposited, an tine new Debentures will be 
issued in Goelemee 4 as soon after as possible. 

The usual Annual Drawing for Redem tion of the 
Consols will take place on Tuesday, 3ist next ; 
Debentures deposited before that date will not be 
affected by the Drawing. Holders of Le Deben- 
tures drawn for redemption, in respect of which no 
application for Conversion has been made, will be 

allowed to receive, in exchange for each drawn De- 
beasare, a new debenture as above, upon payment 
of the sum of £4 per Cent. * provided application be 
made before the 15th April next. 

By the Act 40 & 41 Vict. ch. 59, the Resumes of the 
Colony of New Zealand alone will be liable in respect 
of the Stock and the Dividends tn coy and the 
Consolidated Fund of the United Kingdom, and the 
Commissioners of Her Majesty’s T: 
be directly or indirectly liable or responsible for the 
payment of the Stock or of the Dividends thereon, 
or for aa matter relating the: 

Bank of England, 6th March, 1885, 





HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
Capital £2,000,000, faty oe ibscribed by more than 850 
shareholders. "2100, pelt we 
The Company’s loans are limited to + fe free- 
hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to 
the uncalled capital. 


H.J.B Yee . Si Wa T. Power, 
. J. Bristow, " r WILLIAM ‘0 
W. K. Granam, Esq. | Bi C.B. 


— LARKWORTHY, Taos. gm Esq 


sigan M. Mrrcuisoy,|Sir Epwarp y. Srar- 
Esq. FORD, K.C. M.G 
Chairman of Colonial Board 
The Hon. Sir rape. WHITAKER, K M.G., M.L.C., 
late Premier of New er 


The Directors are issuing Terminable Debentures 
bearing interest at 5 per cent. for seven or ten years, 
44 per cent. for five, and 4 per cent for three years. 
Interest half-yearly by ( Coupons. 

A. M. MITCHISON, Managin if Digests 

Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenhall-s mdon, E. C. 





ROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE, 
50, REGENT 8T., W., & 14, CORNHILL, E.C., 
LONDON. 


BESS TORE THR Reser ov fun Dersowens vee 


we Proposals received. for New _ Assurances 
ounted -to £589,236. Of these 1,018 Policies were 


issued, assuring £518,085, and p eeceaes = ow Fee. 

miums (after deduction being made for ) 

the sum of £18,060. 

I a nage for £71,150 were either declined by the 
. leted. 


or not comp! 
The Claims for the year soon to £191,941, being 
£312 less than the amount for 1883 


The income from all sources was £315,571, an in- 
crease of £5,200 upon the revenue for the previous 
year 


186A, were £2,323,284A, On the 3ist Decem 
amounted to £2,385,965; an increase nah 
owns © the progressive’ character of the +_ of 


During the ear’ the Directors have revised 
their rates for ‘‘ Without Profit Assur- 
thet gates, ot Premium for Wither rates are 
now lower than those of almost every Office- 

January 2, 1986, 








The total Funds of the Office, on the 1st of January, 
ri last they’ 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, per. 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakf: Luncheon, or 
Sup i. and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

ighly commended by the entire Medica! Press. 

Being without sugar, sp ice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
a the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 

with starch, &c., and Im BEALITY CHEAPER than such 


Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling b non a ete 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than 
Cocoatina a La VaNILLE is the most delicate, Rigeatible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer ey a is —— 
In tins at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


rocers 
Charities on Special Terms by ‘the Sole Pro rietor, 
H. Scuwz1rzsz&Co.,10 Adam-st., Strand, I ondon, W. 


: EDE AND SON, 
ROBE pe MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her ee the ye Chancellor, the Whole of the 
udicial Bench Corporation of London &o. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AD BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
Law Wigs and Gowns for ae, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY . CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, |ONDOW 


ROMA gy, at 
FIRE - , 

LIFE & MARINE. 

Capital fully subscribed . £2,500,000 

Total invested Funds, upwardsof £2,000, 


‘otal annual premium income exceeds £1,000 000 
Carer Orricz: 19 AnD 20, Conn, Loxpox, B.C, 








EUROPE, — 
ASIA, 










OBTHERN AS! ASSUBANCE COMPANY 


FIRE AND LiFE. roe OME “AND ABROAD. 
Loxpon: I, Moorgate etiete E.C. Aszgpgrn: 38, 


INCOME & ‘FoNDS es — 
Fire ree ove eee £520,000 
Life Premiums . oes ooo eo 184,000 


Interest... ie we —-:124,000 
Accumulated Fund oe = ee ~— we-«— $2,890,000 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuities PU RCHASED, or Loans 
or Arnuities thereon ted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INT ST SOCIETY LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Cay £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


F. 8. CLAYTON } Joint 
C. 4 LAYTON, Secretaries. 


105,000 ACCIDENTS 
TWO MILLIONS 
co MPENSATI ON 
THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY, 
64, CORNHILL. 
ACCIDENTS OF ALL KINDS. 
Paid-up and Invested Funds, panel Premium 


Joccpe, 
CuarMan;—HARVIE M FARQUHAR, Eso. 
Apply to the Gloves at the Railway Stations, the 


Local Agents, or 
West-end Office :—8, GRAND Horan BUILDINGS, 
Cngeens wall 





capitali: 





Head Office :—64 CORNHILL LONDON, E.C. 
WI ILLIAM®. VIAN, Secretary. 


URN ISH your HOUSES or APART- 
MENTS THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, and , mmowb liberal, 


+ ap A.D, 
Cash prices. poet for time given. 
Illustrated priced (en th full —<.. of 


¥. MOEDE and 250, “Tottenham-court- 
ont and 19, A | 21, ‘Morwell-street, W. Estab 








ished 1862 





rT ee l—e 





